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Subject Winnemucca Draft Resource Management Plan

Winnemucca Draft Resource Management Plan

I support Alternative C as well as the incorporation of the following recommendations in all
Alternatives and analysizs in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision.

BLM is purposely thwarting and ighoring the American public and violating the law. The
actions of the BLM are despicable, cruel and inhumane. Stop it now and do the right thing,

= [nclude legal land descriptions for all Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas.

= Review all Herd Areas within the planning area for reintroduction to Herd Management
Status as required by CFR 4700.3-1. Provide a detailed analysis and reasons for previous
withdrawals as well as potential mitigation measures that may reinstate wild populations
on legally designated Herd Areas.

= [dentify wild hose and burro use areas as suitable for designation as wild horse and
burro “ranges” to be devoted principally as sanctuaries for their protection and
preservation as per Section 1333(a) of the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act and 43
CFR4710.3-2,

= Develop Alternatives that incorporate the designation of ACECs (Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern) for allremaining wild burro herds and the critical habitat and
resources if necessary to insure self-sustaining genetically viable populations within the
planning area as per the FLMPA, Section 202 [43 US.C 1712] (2)(3) for long-term
sustainability,

= [dentify Herd Areas, Herd Management Areas and Ranges that provide unique
opportunities to develop public viewing opportunities and for development of ecotourism
based on the promotion of wild herds as well as including an analysis of potential economic
benefits this would bring to local communities.

> [dentify any bands or herds that use two or more Herd Management Areas to secure
suitable year-long habitat and resources based on environmental conditions, migratory
patterns or seasonal movement.

= Base wild horse and burro resource allocations on scientific and rational principles.
Incorporate suitability criteria be established within the framework of the RMFP as

Individuals - 144

Responses

[-Martaw-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal descrip-
tions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs. See Figure 2-6 Herd Areas
and Figure 2-10 for location of HMAs.

Several GIS layers are available to the public for downloading at:
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/
gis/geospatial data.html.

I-Martaw-2: Management of HMAs and HAs are provided at Actions
WH&B- 1.3 and WH&B- 1.4.

I-Martaw-3: According to the Land Use Planning Handbookd-H1601 —
BLM may consider designation of a WH&B Range when there is; signifi-
cant public value present, unique characteristics in a herd or an outstand-
ing opportunity for public viewing.

[-Martaw-4: A range of alternatives was considered by BLM in develop-
ment of the PRMP. Three new ACECs are proposed for designation. See
ACEC Nomination Report Appendix F — No public nominations were
received applicable to WH&Bs.

[-Martaw-5: WH& B viewing areas have been added to the Watchable
wildlife section.

[-Martaw-6: Comment noted.

[-Martaw-7: Establishing appropriate management levels based on moni-
toring and evaluations are implementation level decisions. Separate im-
plementation planning and NEPA compliance would include public in-
volvement.
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recommended by the National Academy of Science over 30 years ago to better reflect
actual use and available forage for free-roaming populations to achieve accurate
appropriate management levels and “excess” determinations.

> Develop and incorporate within the framework of the RMP the methodology used to
distinguish wild horse and burro impacts from livestock and other rangeland users. One
potential method is to mandate monitoring and utilization levels be measured prior to the
introduction of livestock in a given area order to distinguish class use and impacts.

> In all Herd Management Areas, assure management plans will provide allocations and
resources adequate to maintain a minimum of 150 animals at all times on the range per
individual HMA as necessary to maintain long-term genetic viability according to the best
available science. This will prevent inbreeding or population crashes as required by CFR
4700.0-6(a) and to ensure that populations are being managed as an integral part of the
natural systems of the public lands.

> In individual Herd Management Areas, prohibit management plans and strategies that
fail to provide for self-sustaining wild horse and burro populations lower than a minimum
population of 150 animals based on the concept of “genetic interchange” between bands or
herds from different Herd Management Areas. The only exception to this could be if BLM
can conclusively document known population interchanges by photographs or other
identifiable markings of animals on a multiple and consistent long-term basis.

> If necessary to provide habitat for wild horses or burros, to implement herd management
actions, or to protect wild horses or burros from disease, harassment or injury, invoke
BLMs authority to reduce or close areas of public lands to grazing use by all or a particular
kind of livestock as established by C.F.R. 4710.5 (a), with the goal of maintaining
self-sustaining genetically viable wild horse and burro populations through allocations
assuring resources are adequate to maintain a minimum of 150 animals at all times on the
range per individual HMA.

> Prohibit the use of “blanket” management options that allow for wild horse and burro
reductions without supporting data to make excess determinations, i.e,, “in the absence of
species specific data, equitable reductions in livestock and wild horse and /or burros
authorizations will be implemented.” The historical problem with the management
approach of authorizing “equitable reductions” is there is no accountability or consequence
to BLM if they fail to reduce the livestock portion of the projected reductions. Traditionally,
BLM has removed wild horses and/or burres or reduced their population objectives while
making no changes or increasing livestock authorizations shortly after applying changes
exclusively to free-roaming populations.

> Prohibit the issuance of non-renewable grazing permits in any wild horse and burro Herd
Area, Herd Management Area or Range in order to allow maximum long-term rangeland

health due to year long grazing pressure in these designated areas.

> Establish criteria within the RMP framework for incorporating periodic monitoring at
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[-Martaw-8: Determining impacts based on monitoring with respect to
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7.

I-Martaw-9: Comment noted.

I-Martaw-10: Objective D — WH&B 1 provides for supporting healthy
populations, achieving land health standards and a thriving natural eco-
logical balance.

[-Martaw-11 : The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Poli-
cy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed
levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock
grazing.

I-Martaw-12: Establishing appropriate management levels based on monitor-
ing and evaluations are implementation level decisions. Separate implemen-
tation planning and NEPA compliance would include public involvement.

I-Martaw-13: This is reflected in FEIS. Refer to D-LG 1.11.

[-Martaw-14: BLM policy and technical references define methods for
monitoring and meeting watershed, riparian, and aquatic health and
functionality standards.
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“key” times to establish data on available water. This should include mandatory flow rates,
water quality data, status of historic sources (in order to collect trend data on water
availability) and photographic evidence to establish credibility in BLMs data.

> Various related multiple use decisions issued by the Winnemucca Field Office as well as
surrounding areas indicate the potential for significant and cumulative impacts to
underground aquifers and water sources due to drawdown. Incorporate provisions within
the RMP that provide mitigation measures for water loss, increase available habitat,
disperse consolidated grazing pressures, and insure supplemental low cost water sources
are available in times of drought or harsh environmental conditions for wild horses and
burros as well as other wildlife species within the planning area.

> Prohibit the use of any sterilization measures on populations that fall below the
minimum genetic threshold of 150 animals or less and assure balanced gender structures
to preserve natural herd behaviors and social dynamics.

> Prohibit the inclusion of foals one year and under in population inventories and
calculations occurring on the range for “excess” population determinations.

> Establish population objectives and thresholds for big game species within the planning
area to insure habitats support a “thriving natural ecological balance” between all species.
The current policy to omit critical information on species populations, increased pressure
on resource requirements and their resulting impacts fails to conform to federal law
mandating scientifically sound management decisions and quality data to determine
suitable habitat for all rangeland users. As public stewards, BLM needs to recognize and
honor their position to preserve and protect all resources for the American people, both
now and for future generations. State wildlife agencies have a vested interestin increasing
big game populations to increase revenue. As such, studies, data, recommendations and
management objectives may contain inherent “conflicts of interest” and biased towards the
balanced management of resources on public lands.

> Provide for public review a detailed examination and analysis of all current multiple use
applications within each Herd Area and Herd Management Area within the planning area.
This is to include current livestock authorizations, the percentage each allotment overlaps
existing wild horse and burro areas as well as maps clearly showing the relationship and
resource allocations between livestock and wild equids within the planning area. The
purpose of this information is to help the public be reasonably informed as to BLMs
compliance with the Act’s mandate to accomplish the protection of wild free-roaming
horses and burros through their consideration as an integral part of the natural system of
the public lands as well as their relationships with other uses of the public and adjacent
private lands as outlined in CFR 4710.3.

> With respect to wildlife impacts to critical resources required by wild horse and burro

populations, provide current estimated big game populations such as elk, pronghorn, mule
deer and bighorn, populations affecting the wild horse and burro areas within the planning
district, reasonably foreseeable future big game population objectives for these same areas
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I-Martaw-15: This action is an implementation level decision, not an
RMP level decision. During the implementation level planning process a
separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be conducted.

I-Martaw-16: Comment noted.

I-Martaw-17: Comment noted.

[-Martaw-18: Management of big game species and populations are un-
der the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is
outside the scope of this analysis . See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and
Legislative Constraints #3. The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW
in the management of big game habitat. Under a multiple-use mandate,
the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public land re-
sources.

I-Martaw-19: Establishing appropriate management levels based on
monitoring and evaluations are implementation level decisions. Separate
implementation planning and NEPA compliance would include public
involvement.

[-Martaw-20: See response I-Martaw-18.
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that may impact management strategies to maintain self-sustaining genetically viable
herds.

> All other multiple use authorizations within Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas
such as current mining, oil and gas operations as well as renewable resource projects such
as solar, wind or geothermal impacting or reasonably projected to impact habitat and/or
resources in the Winnemucca Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas as well as projects
or proposals that can be expected to be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future.
This should include a detailed map of each Herd Area and Herd Management Area in the
planning area to allow the interested public to assess the impacts of other multiple uses to
wild horse and burro habitat and populations in a site-specific manner.

> Include detailed analysis of the miles, kinds and locations of fencing within each HA/HMA
within the planning district. Reaffirm strict limitations on fencing in wild horse and burro
Herd Areas, Herd Management Areas or Ranges in order to preserve their free-roaming
behaviors and to prevent entrapment, injury, death or undue degradation of resources due
to limitations on seasonal or migratory movement.,

> Incorporate protections for predators in and around herd management areas as a
management tool for low cost population control and to support the “thriving natural
ecological balance”.

> Prohibit management strategies that are based on "adoption criteria” as the primary
consideration. This policy fails to conform to both the intent and the mandates of the Act.
Incorporate management strategies that support historical herd traits and local community
values for the bands/herds.

> Utilize range management to address wild horses and burros who wander across the
borders of Herd Management Areas (HMAs), instead of permanently removing them.

> Removals of any kind should be rare and minimal. Other methods of management must
be employed first and given a fair opportunity to succeed. If a limited removal is necessary,
it must be done in a humane manner that respects horse social structure and keeps families
intact.
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I-Martaw-21: See response [-Martaw-15. All Renewable Energy
Plans of Developments subject to a federal action are required to be
reviewed under NEPA.

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis. Several GIS
layers are available to the public for downloading at:

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/
geographic_sciences/gis/geospatial data.html.

[-Martaw-22: WH&B management with respect to fencing is addressed
in WHB 2. Herd Management Areas are addressed when multiple use
proposals occur within these areas in site specific NEPA analysis.
These documents are made available to the public.

[-Martaw-23: See response [-Martaw-18.

I-Martaw-24: Comment noted.

I-Martaw-25: Comment noted.

I-Martaw-26: Comment noted.


http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs
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Subject Comments on RMP

TodaysDate = (0: '10/25/10')

FirstMNawe = (0: 'Louise')

LastMNamwe = (0: 'Martin')

Address = (0: '414 Manor Driwve')

City = (0: 'Eennett Sguare')

ZipCode = (0: '19345')

State = (0: 'PA']

Telephone = (0: '')

email = (0: 'lfwroyalfaol.com')

MailingList = (0: '¥es')

CommentCategory = (0: 'Wild Horses & Burros')
Commment = (0: 'As a taxpayer, I would like to know the justification for

spending all of these tax dollars to remove our wild mustangs and burros from
our land. ¥ou are destroying our legecy. ALfter witnessing the methods by
which you do this, I can see the methods that are used are cruel and inhumane.

. 1 What do we have to do to have you stop this totally inhumane practice? T I_Martln_l: Comment nOted'
I'Martln' would truly appreciate sn answer.
Sincerely,

Louise Ferro Martin

A
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Te “wicwebEny.blm.govs

[+

102220160756 AM
Subject Horses and bumes

Pleaze develop a safe plan for thiz area (Winnemucca, Mev.) so thatthe wild horses and burros will not be I-McGraw-1: Comment noted.

[-McGraw-1 disturbed and can live out their lives in peace. Thank you. 5M
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I-McMaster Comments
II'-li':EEIV‘ED BLP‘I‘I’
LARRY McMASTER WINNEMUCCA NV
J010SEP 28 PM 2: 08
P.O. Box 862, Eureka, Nevada 89316 775 237-5602
Mr. Bob Edwards, September 25, 2010
BLM

5100 E. Winnemucca Blvd.
Winnemucca, NV 89445

Mr. Bob Edwards:
I am writing in response to the Winnemucca RMP.

It is difficult for me and many others to imagine the BLM would propose more land from public use
again. When is enough land taken from public use that will satisfy the government and their socialist
greenies? We know that the answer is never but now is the time to end their greed.

Responses

I-McMaster-1: Comments noted.

As you can tell | am opposed to any new wilderness or even have bureaucrats spend the time to
evaluate lands they think has wilderness potential, if there is such a thing. This is nothing but a ploy to
put land out of reach of industry with mineral potential, geothermal and grazing as well as restricted use
by the citizens of this country. Where is the common sense of government for this country to be self
sufficient or is this to garnish heavy royalties to stimulate and support an ever bloating federal
government? Again there is none but a political objective for socialists in the name of the environment.

What is the best use of these lands - grazing of domestic cattle. The unintended consequence would be
the reduction of grassland fires since the cows would eat the fuel. This was successful in the past before
the BLM lost its common sense. This policy is all politics and has been a stimulus for the firefighters to
the detriment of the land and the taxpayers. Grazing would also create useful jobs.

Finally, your website does not work. How can industry establish websites that do not go down and the
BLM cannot keep one up? Maybe this is why industry and ranchers are in a much better position to
control this rich land rather than politicians and rogue government bureaucracies.

| oppose any new wilderness areas being established and the study of any additional lands to be
selected for wilderness study and save the taxpayers moneys that is now only spent on stimulating the
government payroll.

Another unintended consequence of proposing additional areas for wilderness is that someday in the
near future, some bureaucrat or green organization will want to name one of these after our senior
senator which would be add to his longer blight on this great state.

e

Sincerely, -

g
7

-
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Qctober 25, 2010

Bureau of Land Management
Winnemucca District

5100 E. Winnemucca Blvd.
Winnemucca, NV 89445
Attn: RMP Team

RE: Comments regarding the Winnemucca District Office Draft
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear RMP Team:

Please accept my comments on behalf of myself and my hunting partners, many of whom visit
and recreate within the Winnemucca District.

In general, | do not support Alternatives A, C1, and C2. Alternative A is based on outdated
planning documents that do not sufficiently address current public land management
challenges. Alternatives C1 and C2 are much too restrictive to adequately address major
resource challenges, particularly in regards to fire and invasive weed species, and is not within
the multiple use mandates. There are many portions of Alternative B that | support, but in
general Alternative D appears to be the best overall option in my view. The comments below
are more specific to what | would and would not support within the various alternative
approaches.

Water Resources:

| support Action D-WR 1.3; however, all standards, BMPs, etc sheuld be developed or amended
to be site specific in order to maximize effectiveness.

| adamantly oppose Action B-WR 2.1. Water distribution shall comply with State water law.
Water importation and exportation shall stay with the defined ground water basin.

| am not generally supportive of water export or import projects. In terms of Action D-WR 2.1,
the project proponent for any export or import should be required to monitor for resource
damage to public lands and should be required to mitigate any negative impacts.

| am very supportive of Action D-WR 2.2. These projects should be developed in caoperation
and coordination with authorized public land users and interests such as grazing permittees,
and the Nevada Department of Wildlife in order to maximize locations for multiple benefits.

Vegetation — Woodland/Forest Products:
| support Action D-VF 1.1 and D-VF 1.3, but am very skeptical about the use of fire in Action D-

VF 1.2. | would suggest the inclusion of language that requires only cool-season burns when
chance of fire spread is absolutely minimized.
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[-Melby-1: D-WR 2.1 references mitigation measures which, as with other
economic ventures, would be provided by the proponent. Each case will be
evaluated to determine the appropriate mitigation which could include
resource damage monitoring.

[-Melby-2: Land health standards are generally broadly applied; however,
BMPs and mitigation measures are project specific to help meet those land
health standards.

[-Melby-3: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666,
also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal enti-
ties waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water law. If water
law conflicts with management objectives and actions, the BLM will defer
to state law and seek to use the most effective alternative means to manage
the health of the land and its multiple uses.

[-Melby-4: See response I-Melby-1 and 2.

[-Melby-5: Comment noted.

I-Melby-6: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. Refer to Action
VWM 2.1. For most prescribed fire planning BLM adheres to cool-season
burns. However, there may be situations where burning in warm season is
necessary especially for research studies or in upper elevations. Limita-
tions based on season may not allow for meeting management objectives.
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Bureau of Land Management
October 25, 2010
Page 2

| support Objectives D-VF 2 and D-VF 3 assuming that “Maintenance” of woodlands means
active maintenance and not passive maintenance.

| am very supportive of Action D-VF 3.4, particularly to restore and protect critical sagebrush
habitat for deer and sage-grouse.

In regard to Actions D-VF 4.1 and 4.2, the designation of old growth forest should be based
largely on sail surveys and ecological site descriptions rather than a subjective process.

Vegetation — Weeds:

| strongly support the stated Goal, Objective D-VW 1 and Action D-VW.1.1 to utilize an
integrated approach to weed management and promotion of ecosystem resilience. | am
adamantly opposed to Action C-YW.1.1 that does not allow for use of chemical ireatments.
Recent scientific findings suggest that chemical treatments can be exiremely effective at
promoting ecosystem resilience. The District must utilize ALL available means to prevent and
minimize the spread of invasive vegetation.

| strongly support Action D-VW.1.2.2. | believe in collaborative processes to address major
resource challenges. That being said, NGOs and Partnership Programs should be included in
the list of entities to include in such processes. In particular, | support utilizing the strengths of
groups like the Wildiife Conservation Group, the Nevada Partners for Conservation and
Development and various sportsmen and wildlife conservation groups such as the Naorthern
Nevada Chapter of Safari Club International, Nevada Muleys, Nevada Chukar Foundation, etc.

| strongly support the inclusion of Objective D-VW.2 and Action D-VW.2.1. Invasion of
undesirable annual grasses is one of the biggest threats to wildlife habitat and ecological
resilience, and all tools should be made available to deal with this problem. | am highly
supportive of use of chemical treatments, prescriptive grazing, use of adaptive species, etc. to
combat invasive undesirable annual vegetation.

Vegetation — Rangefand:

| am generally supportive of the stated Goal; however, resilience of vegetative communities
should be stated in the goal. The threat of fire and weeds within the district demands resilient
ecosystems.

| am very supportive of Objective D-VR 1, Action D-VR 1.1 and 1.2. However, | am very
concerned about the emphasis on use of prescribed and wild fire. | would prefer the use of
other vegetation manipulations such as mechanical and chemical over the use of fire, which is
much more risky.

| suggest the addition of a new Action D-VR 1.3 that would emphasize cooperation between the
BLM and State agencies such as NDOW and NDF, conservation and wildlife NGOs, and
partnerships to pool limited resources in order to maximize active management projects. Other
western states, such as Utah, have been able to greatly increase restoration projects through
such partnerships.
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[-Melby-7: Comment noted.

[-Melby-8: According to the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003-
Section 102(e)(1)(D) which states in part; “Old Growth Stands is “based
on structure and composition characteristic of the forest type”... BLM
policy per “The Healthy Forest Initiative and Healthy Forest Restoration
Act — Interim Field Guide” further clarifies ”the HFRA does not mandate
particular definitions of “Old Growth” or specific process to identify old-
growth stands.” BLM utilized existing structure and composition of the
forest type to delineate old growth stands.

[-Melby-9: BLM identified a range of alternatives with respect to weed
management. Alternatives A, B, and D all include chemical treatments.

[-Melby-10: The BLM complies with FLPMA and other applicable laws
and regulations by employing principles of coordination, cooperation,
consultation, and collaboration to enhance communication, obtain advice
or opinion, encourage participation, and inform and engage diverse inter-
ested parties for the purpose of seeking solutions for managing public
lands.

[-Melby-11: Comment noted.

[-Melby-12: Resilience of vegetative communities is stated in Objective
VR 1.

[-Melby-13: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. See Action
WFM 2.1.

[-Melby-14: The BLM has an extensive list of Cooperating Agencies
and partners to accomplish public land management goals and objectives.
The BLM complies with FLPMA and other applicable laws and
regulations by employing principles of coordination, cooperation, consul-
tation, and collaboration to enhance communication, obtain advice or
opinion, encourage participation, and inform and encage diverse interest-
ed parties for the purpose of seeking solutions for managing public

lands.
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Bureau of Land Managemant
Oclobar 26, 2010
Page 3

| am vary supportive of Action D-VR 1.2.1 to utilize livestock in order to reduce fuels loads
craated by annual invasive species, provided it doas not conflict with wildlife objectives. | would
ancourage the use of this approach to protect desirable habitat areas that are surrounded and
threatened by fire from adjacent areas dominated by invasiva vegatation.

| have concern In regards to Action D-VR 1.3. While | support re-establishment of native
vegatation, it is almost always difficult te do in the face of Invasive weed spacies. Therefore,
sood mixes should be determined on a case-by-case basis, and introduced spacies, proven to
be competitive with Invasive weeds, emphasized in areas where thare Is a high probabllity of
astablishment of undesirable/invasive weeds, | would also recommend the use of soill blo-
assays to determine tha condition of the exisling seed bank when develaping a seed mix. | also
suggest that the BLM cooperale with the Agricultural Research Service, and/or utilize the best
sclence, in order to idenlify and use the maost desirable introduced specles to pravent
astablishment of invasive spacles untll native plants can become astablished,

| am gaenerally supportive of Qbjective D-VR 3. However, an action item should be added to
emphasize the need for seeding burned arems as soon as posslble following wildfires.
Rastaration priorities should also be stated, for example, restoration in Priority 1 wildlife habitat
should be emphasized as wall as restoration in areas at higher risk for establishment of invasive
waads.

| am vary supporliva of Action D-VR 4.2; however, tha first priority should ba maintaining healthy
habilats, then restoration of burned habitat, and finally treatment of monocullures, Once again, |
would encourage the usa of the best available science and working with a sulte of partners fo
accomplish this action.

| am fully supporlive of Objective D-VR § and assoclated actions.

| am fully supportive of Objectives D-VR 6 and 7 as well as associated aclions; however, |
sugges! that this Objective ba given a higher prierity. In my view, this should ba a highar priority
than restoring cheal grass monocultures,

Fish and Wildlifa:

| am In full support of the describad flsh and wildiife goal, Objective D-FW 1, and assoclated
actlons, Howaever, In addifion to the areas listed under Action D-FW 1.1, | would urge the
inclusion of the Pina Forest Range, and Granita Rangae including all areas north to and Including
Fox Mountain as Priority 1 Wildlife Habitat. These areas include highly productive wildlife
habital, espacially for key game specles such as mule deer, pronghoarn antalope, bigharn sheep
and sage-grouse. Thase areas are aiso highly popular with sportsmen and non-consumptive
racreational users.

I am In full support of excluding new rights-of-way within Priority 1 areas, parlicularly in regards
to renewable energy development. | do not oppese responelbla enargy davalopmant, but these
areas are not suitable to such activities based on the rich wildlife diversity and popularity for
racraalional pursuits,
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I-Melby-15: Comment noted.

I-Melby-16: According to BLM Emergency Stabilization and Reha-
bilitation Handbook, BLM policy is to determine seed mixes on a case
-by-case bases. See also BLM Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant,
Augmentation, and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants; and
Executive Orders 11987 and 13112. Action D-VR1.3 prioritizes uti-
lizing native seeds first, followed by non-natives. See also Action VR
4.1. Additionally, the BLM has an extensive list of Cooperating
Agencies and partners to accomplish public land management goals
and objectives.

[-Melby-17: See C and D VR 4.1. BLM emergency stabilization policy
requires seeding to be completed within 1 year from the date the fire is
contained. Restoration priorities are also defined by BLM policy. The
Winnemucca District strives to seed in the fall following the fire, usually
within a few months depending on the date the fire is contained.

[-Melby-18: BLM works with other partners in developing Emergency
Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans.

[-Melby-19: Maintain (6) and restore (7) sagebrush communities, these
actions are not listed from high to low, there is no priority.

I-Melby-20: Granite Range is already proposed for exclusion area under
Alternative C and D 5.4. Priority Habitat map has been revised in the
FEIS. In addition, the area extending from the Granite Range to Fox
Mountain is included as the proposed Priority 1 habitat. The proposed
Pine Forest ACEC includes large acreages and addresses wildlife needs.
An area south of the ACEC, that is important sage grouse habitat, has
been reconsidered for designation as Priority wildlife habitat areas in the
FEIS.

I-Melby-21: Comment noted.
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| adamantly oppoese Action B-FW1.1,
1 am In full support of Objectives D=FW 2, < 11 and all assoclatad actions.

| am highly supportiva of Actlon D-FWE.1, the development of wildlife water guzzlers to expand
or mitigate wildlife population areas,

I am highly supportive of Actions D-FW 2.1 and 2.2, assuming this includes both the Statewide [-Melby-22 :
Wildlife Action Plan and Sage-grouse Conservation Plan. Another action should be added to BLM has developed a range of alternatives.
encournge partnerships with NDOW, conservation and sportaman groups to Implamant actions

[-Melby —22 and projects Identified within HMPs,

| also supporl, A-FWE.1, to construct and fence wildlife water developments to provide
addilional yaar long sources of water for the exclusive use of wildlife,

Special Status Specles:

| strangly support Aclion D-8551.2, Saga Grouse.

Wild Horses and Burros:

| strongly suppart the reduetion of the horse AML, Appropriale Management Leval, of the
population numbers of the wild horses within the Priority 1 and 2 wildlife habit designations. This
concapt promotes and enceurages wildlife and minimizes wild life competition,

| strangly object to Alternativa "G" Action Items, where ne fertility control is utilized.

| support tha managamant goal for WHB presented in Table 2-1 as well as the objectives of the
Preferred Allernate D presentad In Table 2-3, | have the following suggestions for additional

managamant actions;

s+ BLM has not been able to conduct accurate census nor has been abla to accurataly

conduct population models, An exampla of this fact is the Jackson Mountaing where I-Melby-23: Suggested actions are in place through the Tri-State WHB
aclual populations exceeded the projected population by 300 percant. An emergency Memorandum of Understanding
gather was necessary resulting in the death of many animals due to poor condltion. It is ’

I-Melby —23 not known how much wildiife died due to over-utilizad farage and competition al water

ROUFCEE, Diract counts by merial eensus or Inadequate correction faclors have
improperly baan ulllizad In population estimates In the past resulting In more horses an
the ground than projected. | therefore suggest the following management action:
"Regular aerial censuz shall be conducted on a maximum three-year interval ulilizing the
Iatast approved scientlfic mathads. Census shall be conducted concurrently across the
boundaries of HMA's, BLM districts, USFS, and USFWS Jands. Approprlate correction
factors shall ba applied to all field census flgures utilized In population models.,”

« AMLs are often out of date providing grounds for protest and litigation. Range conditions _ 4 : . -
I-Melby-24 and. tharefore, carrying capacly for al apsclas change with dreught and wicirs. When 1 Melby 24: Spec1ﬁc allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed
range conditions are degraded, domestic livestock usage Is decreased and wildlife at the site specific or allotment level.

Individuals - 154
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Page &

populations adjust themselves downward (since the 1960's there |s now half the
domestic livestock AUMs and mula deer populations are on the steady decline, while
wild horse populations have spiraled upward). | suggest the following management
action: “AML shall be reviewed and rovisod as necessary every 10 years, or following
major wildfires, or five (5) years of drought.”

s Tha 2010 gather In the Calico Complex did not remove the number of excess horses
plannad in the EA, Horses simply migrate in and out of HMAs and HMA complexes,
The post-gather census counted horse numbers 200 percent above the objective. |
therefore suggest the following management aclion: “Gather objectivas shall be met
aven If crossing HMA boundaries are necessary.”

= | fully support "self sustaining” wild horse and burro populations on our public land, but
the definition needs to be clearly statad in this documant, To achleve self-sustaining
populations, the low range of AML must first be achleved, followed by intensive
management techniques of fertility contral, sex ratio manipulation, and craation of non-
reproducing hards. | suggast the fallowing managemant action:  “A sufficient number of
large HMAs shall be analyzed and bo converted to non-reproducing herds so that
natural athrition in these HMAS could be supplemented from necassary gathers of oxcess
animals In smaller HMAs and, along with adoption damand, result In a static population
statewide — a true sustalnable herd condition.” This management action weuld almaost
eliminate required gathers in the trealed large HMAs, greatly raduce the naad for future
long-term holding and sanctuaries, reduce transportation and shert-term holding needs,
and tremendously raduce the program budget,

Wildland Fire Ecology Management:

Fire suppresslon, pra-suppression and fuels management lssues are described in several
partions of this document, These points are not reiterated [n this section.

As Is referenced in the Executive Summary, fire suppression coste are increasing. The best
method to reduce fire suppression costs is to keep fires small by managing incident response,
potentlal fire anvironmant and fuals.

| strongly support effarts In tederal/state/local govarnment/private Initiatives In fire suppression
and pre-supprasslon efforts. Continued support of these efforts and the compenente (training,
rad carding, equipping) should be referenced in the alternatives.

It Is difficult to address which alternative/objective to support as there ia a significant nead for
more Information and varlation in allernatives,  In several alternatives and objectives thera Is
consldarable referance to the raduction of man-caused fire risk as access is limitad. As the fire
risk from lightning Ia far greatar than man caused risk, research into how reducing access may
result in dalaya in suppresslon activitles on lightning caused fires |s necessary. The benefits of
utilizing access roada as fual broaks for various suppression activities In a continuous fuel bad
must also be addressed,
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I-Melby-25:
Comment noted.

[-Melby-26:
Comment noted.

I-Melby-27 :

Objectives and Management Actions Common to All Alternatives —
Wildland Fire Ecology Management includes: CA-WFM1 & CAWFM
1.1-1.5 which addresses suppression management priorities. Objective
CA-WFM 3 and Management Actions CA-WFM 3.1-3.3 addresses man-
agement of fuels. Fuels Management is also addressed in section WFM
2.

I-Melby-28 :

Winnemucca District fire history shows about half of all fires are human
caused. The Winnemucca District has a long history of utilizing roads as
fuelbreaks or to enhance fuelbreaks. Appendix B-BMPs and SOPs has been
revised to reflect: Where practical construct fuelbreaks/greenstrips in areas
previously disturbed such as along roadways and in previous burned areas.
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Page 6

Livestock grazing alternatives do not specifically address fire fuels management, unless that is
in the grazing standards referenced. Areas selected for restricted grazing or closed to grazing
should include an exemption if grazing for fire fuels management is indicated

Recreation, Visitor Outreach and Services:

| strongly support Action Item D-R2.1.1 and D-R3; providing the public and the youth with a
better understanding of our area’s natural resources is important.

General Note: | would like to be notified and involved with the Transportation Plan and its
updates.

Renewable Energy:

| support the Renewable Energy Goal and Objective D-RE 1; however, would strongly
recommend the addition of language that requires the BLM and renewable energy project
proponhents to consult with local stakeholders and the County to identify and address any
concerns prior to submittal of a plan of development.

| strongly support the cancept of avoidance and exclusion areas as described in Actions D-RE
1,2 and 3. However, | would urge the inclusion of the Pine Forest Range, and Granite Range
including all areas north to and including Fox Mountain as exclusion areas rather than
avoidance areas. These areas include highly productive wildlife habitat, especially for key game
species such as mule deer, prenghorn antelope, bighorn sheep and sage-grouse. These areas
are also highly popular with sportsmen and non-consumptive recreational users.

Transportation and Travel Management:

The final document needs to include a specific definition of “Limited Access” rather than a
reference to another document or policy. Should that definition change, the parameters of this
entire section would change.

| am supportive of the stated Transportation and Travel Management Goal.

| am generally supportive of Objective D-TA 1 and associated actions. | do have a concern with
action D-TA 1.4. This action should be taken only after consultation with NDOW to ensure that
seasonal or temporary closures do not limit access to public lands during hunting seasons.

| am very supportive of Objective D-TA 2 and Action D-TA 2.1,

| am extremely concerned with Objective D-TA 4 and associated actions. | am nol opposed to
the principal of these items, but | will not support the closure or re-routing of any existing roads
without extensive public participation and input. My understanding was that these actions would
be identified through a Transportation Planning Process that would include extensive public
involvement. If that is in fact the case, It should be clearly indicated within Objective D-TA4.
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I-Melby-29: See VR 1.2 There are a range of land and vegetation treat-
ments available to protect, maintain, or improve vegetation that are avail-
able, including livestock grazing if appropriate. Action WFM 2.1 has
been modified to include prescribed grazing for alternatives A,B, and D.

I-Melby-30: All Renewable Energy Plans of Developments are required
to be reviewed under NEPA. This process is

a public process. Local governments may be invited to be Cooperating
Agencies in the NEPA process.

I-Melby-31: Granite Range is already proposed for exclusion area
under Alternative C and D 5.4. Refer to Figure 2-62. The Fox Range
and Pine Forest Range are WSAs which, in accordance with the Interim
Management Policy, are excluded from right-of-ways and discretionary
actions. The proposed Pine Forest ACEC includes large acreages and
addresses wildlife needs. An area south of the ACEC, that is important
sage grouse habitat, has been reconsidered for designation as Priority
Wildlife Habitat in the FEIS.

I-Jefferson-32: See Action D-R 10.1 for the BLM definition of
“Limited”.

I-Melby-33: A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management
Plan (CTTMP) will address these concerns after the Record of Decision
for the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public
participation and input.

I-Melby-34: Comment noted.
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Lands and Realty:
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern:

| am not opposed to the proposed ACECs in general. Howaver, In terms of the Pine Forest
AGEC, | urge the Incorporation of the boundary adjustments and management stipulations
developed by lhe local Pine Forest/Alder Creek WSA Working Group as adopted by the
Humbeldt County Commission.

Wildernaess Study Areas and Lands with Wilderness Characteristics:

| am fully supportive of the Wilderness Characteristic Dasignations In Pershing County
ASSUMING that these areas accurately reflact tha input of the lecal werking group that was
farmead during the County Lands Bill Procass,

| am fully supportiva of designating the Granite Range and Fox/Buckhorn Mountain as Priority 1
wildiife habital. | am of the oplnion that this is adequate protection for these areas, and
therefore do NOT support the classification of these areas as wilderness or identified as areas
with wildarnass characteristics. There are too many restrictions that come with potential
wilderness designations given tha polential need for proactive habitat management, fire
suppresslon, pre-suppression and restoration in these areas. Also, assuming that a travel
management plan is developed for these areas, there |s not a concern with cross-counlry travel,
Wildarnass designations hava tha potential to greatly raduce access to highly desired racreation
areas, and seems to bae in conflict with the Speclal Recreational Area Dasignation, For these
repsons, | do nol suppart identifying these areas under the Wilderness Charactoristic

Dasignalion.
Summary!
| support the Idea of preserving the rights of the sportsmen and promoling wildlife canservation.

| would like lo promote the Idea of team and working together to accomplish and support those
Ideas,

| would like to ba invelved and participate in the BLM process now and In the future.
The following will highlight a few of my thoughts:

Water Resources should be preserved to support the wildiife it serves and stay within the
boundaries of basin thay sarva.

Promotion of the wildiife hablt and the management of that habit are extremely important,
Restriction to that management and the lools they use should not be restricted, particularly with
fira fighting.

The encouragement of habilat development Is extremely Important to the promotion and the
health of the wildlife population,

Responses

I-Melby-35: Comment Noted

[-Melby-36: These are the areas designated by the working group.

I-Melby-37: Comment Noted

I-Melby-38: Objective D-WR 2 includes providing water for wildlife on
public lands. The BLM does not anticipate transporting water for wild-
life purposes.

[-Melby-39: Fire fighting tactics are implementation level decisions and
are made on a case-by-case basis.

[-Melby-40: Comment noted
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The establishment of the priority habitat appears to be a great concept. We would like to see
areas defined to promote wildlife. With the development of these areas, we would also not like
to see the sportsman access be reduced or diminished.

The idea of ALM reductions in the priority wildlife management areas would greatly enhance
and benefit the quality of wildlife.

Fire protection and fire fighting capabilities should become a high priority as the priorily habitats
are defined and action plans should be in place. The idea of promoting a private/public
partnership for fire fighting should be in the plan policy.

The idea of protecting defined wildlife priority areas against commercial development, whether it
is renewable energy or mining is also essential to the promotion of wildlife

The concept of public education regarding habitat and wildlife issues Is critical. The general
public and the kids need to be educated regarding the rangeland, feed, water and sustainability
issues associated with our outdoors.

§h1q§rely,

| o

Terrence J. Melby, Sportsman
Reno, Nevada

Individuals - 158
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I-Melby-41 : Comment noted.
[-Melby-42 : Comment noted.
I-Melby-43 : Comment noted.
[-Melby-44: Comment noted.

I-Melby-45: Providing public education and outreach are addressed under
Recreation Objectives R 2 and R 3.
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I-Moore

Comments
PQingingeroo@aol com To wdrmp@bim.gov
102120100411 F M oo
beo:

Subject Winnemucca RMP, Edwards

| find it appalling and completly reprehensible on the part of all agencies
that this proposal does not adequately protect and preserve wild horses
and burros, or alter the BLM's reliance on inhumane and fiscally
irresponsible wild horse roundups and removals.

They keyword is adequately. Add humanely and compassionatly.

Past gatherings and round-ups sanctioned or conducted by the BLM drove
to their deaths and miamed many of our Country's Wild Horses.

This "Plan" calls for the extermination of a National Treasure - by ignorant
self-serving bureacacies.

You should be ashamed.

{ am writing my Congressmen about the BLM and your "Flan," felling
EVERYONE [ know fo do the saime and fo boycoft NEVADA.

Signed,
A disgusted United States TAXPAYER.
P. M. Moore

Individuals - 159
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1-Moore-1: Comment noted.
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I-Morgan Comments

Georgia Morgan To wdrmp@blm gov
<gearglam2@hughan.not>

o georgiam2@hughes.net
10/24/2010 09:05 AM el @hus

boo

Subject “Winremucoca RMF, Edwards"

Georgia Morgan
21720 Pyramid Lake Road
Lovelock, NV 89419
775-538-7010

georgiam?2 [@hughes.net

Oictober 24, 2010
Bob Edwards
ELM Winnemucca District Office
5100 E Winnemucca Blvd

Winnemucca MWV 85419

RE: Draft Resource Managem ent Plan

Dear Mr. Edwards,

First Twant to extend my appreciation to your office for the work completed to assist in creating
the draft EMP. Thknow it is time consuming and not to overlook the obwious that dealing with
the public can be tedicus at times. I live within the Humboldt River Ranch Association
subdivision and want to voice my opition as part of that “public”.

Individuals - 160
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I-Morgan-
1

Public Comments and Responses

I-Morgan Comments

I am in support of Action D-LG 1.3. I have had the opportunity for the past 12 years of living
here to experience the changes that have taken place, particularly with the cattle grazing issue.
With the addition of new residents within the subdivision the safety of the people living here is a
great concern. The cattle tend to gather on the roadways and at times you don’t see them until
they are almost on your hood.

I can understand that 20 or so years ago the cattle grazing was not an issue but unfortunately the
situation has changed and will continue to change with additional housing. Currently housing is
scattered throughout the subdivision and the cattle of course are gathering and will continue to
gather where there are possible water sources.

The way I understand Action D-L.G 1.3 is that the current permit holder will not lose any AUMs
but that they will be moved to a different location, away from the Subdivision. I can understand
why the permit holder does not want to have to move because he has had over 9,000 acres of free
grazing on privately owned properties within the subdivision to the determent of the residents.
BLM must have realized that in 1998 when the lease of the private lands within the Rye Patch
Allotment expired and BLM reduced the number of animals allowed through that permit.

I keep hearing the ranchers who are in support of the permit holder state that it is their right to
graze which is not correct. it is a privilege. Talso continuously hear about the permit holder
having water rights and therefore they have unlimited access through the private properties
within the subdivision. There is so much controversy regarding the entire subject and I am sure
it will just keep growing.

The bottom line is that the area has grown and will grow. As with any growth changes must be
made to adapt to that growth. You don’t see cattle’s grazing in the cities of Winnemucca or
Lovelock, yet in the past grazing was allowed on the land where those cities now exist.

The permit holder makes no attempt to try to keep his cattle on his allotted areas. His animals
have died on private properties within the Association and the permit holder takes days and
sometimes over a week to remove the carcass. He has unloaded the cattle from the semi trucks
on the Association’s privately owned roadways, crossed properties owned by individual
Association members to drop off hay on small portions of land between the subdivision and the

Individuals - 161
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I-Morgan-1:

The RMP analyzes several alternatives for grazing in the Rye Patch area,
to include closure of all or a portion of the public land near the Humboldt
River Ranch Estates to grazing, to leaving the public land area open to
grazing.
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[-Morgan Comments

interstate during the winter months causing damage to the v-ditches that carry the drainage
through the subdivision. These are things he could have done differently but instead chose to
impact the residents of this community.

Pershing County Commissioners stated they wanted to stay neutral on the grazing issue and
withdrew a letter of support they once had submitted to BLM on the Association’s behalf to
create a cattle free area within the subdivision. Now that Pershing County appointed a
Committee that has created their own Pershing County Natural Resource Management Plan the
Commissioners have chosen to send a letter of support for that plan and will be sending BLM a
letter that does not state a neutral standing. [ truly hope that when BLM receives the letter, that
they review the history of “support™ the Pershing County Commissioners have submitted and
disregard the give and take they so willingly provide.

As a person who is a resident of the area who will be greatly affected by the decision that will be
made regarding the issue at hand, I am in support of protecting my community and respectfully
request that BLM adopt Action D-LG 1.3 as noted in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding this matter.

Sincerely.

Georgia Morgan
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I-Munn Comments Responses

“Leon Munn Jr* To swdrmp@blm.gove
<magslfShughas.not> e
09/022010 02:48F M ik

Subject Winnemueca District RMP ATTMN: Bob Edwards

Reference:
Livestock Grazing

| dan't wish to pay higher assessments in order to repair roadways damaged by the cattle (live stock), as | I-Munn-1:
already am paying the HRRA an annual fee to support the upkeep of the roads. Comments noted.

[-Munn-1
| alzo have no problem with the Cattle Grazing in my area, as | have my property fenced in.

| am retired and on a fix income and can not afford the higher assessments.

Leon Munn Jr
21790 Old “ictory Hwy
Lovelock, MY

775-538-7366

Individuals - 163
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I-Nappe Comments

Lwontine Nappe To wdrmp@blm.gov
<mappo@nvball.net> o

1025201001:20 F M i

Subject Bob Edwards - RMP Comments.

Oictober 25, 2010

Boh Edwards,
BLM Winnemucca District Office
Winnemucca Mevada

Drraft EMP/Draft EIS Comments:

First my compliments on the Draft RMFDraft EIS for the breadth of studies and information, the time
spent with a variety of agencies and organizations to develop the plan and proposed actions.
Unfortunately, Nevada and its local governments lack the resources, the breadth ofresponsibilities, and
the dedicated staffto produce a document of this complexity and resource documentation.

Unfortunately, [ have notreviewed the information in detail nor been part of any review committes.
Therefore my comments may be addressed somewhere in the extensive document. For this I apologize.

I was amember of the Winnemucca RAC when the 1980 plan was developed. There have heen ma or
changesin public land use. There are new interest groups and uses of public land resources, While the
document notes the change of population status within the district boundaties, changes beyond those
boundaries in Nevada and the nation affect uses and resources to address those uses on public lands.

For starters, the population of Nevada has surged dunng those intervening years expanding from 800,500
1n 1980 to 2,640,000 1n 2007, Mewvada has heen ighlighted with the annual Burning Man festival (ahout
45,000 people) and passage of Black Rock Desert-High Rock Canyon Emigrant Trails Mational
Conservation Area Act of 2000, which highlights hoth protection and an inwitation to explore. The
Mevada Comimission on Tourism has promoted public land exploration wath a promotion program "The
Dirt" encouraging offroad use.

Mevada continues to be a pritnary and rel atively cheap corridor to carty energy to the Caifornia markets.
These corndors, along with renewable energy opportunities in geothermal, wind, and solar, will result in
staffing burdens and also fragmentation and loss of hahitat. Mevadais promoting renewable energy as a
means to rebuld 1tz employment tax base; some Nevada leaders are secking ways to bypass BLM's
responsibility for multiple use and public review.

There are structural changes in the soil/fvegetative foundation as aresult of over 100 years ofheavy
grazing on Nevada's vulterable desert adapted plants, especially its once expansive bunch grasses.
Bulldozed lands for roads, utility corridors, and dispersed recreation also contributed to this change, We
are losing oround 1n mantaning our natve plants to the now infamous Asian/Mediterranean weed
infestations. Programs to combat these weeds now have a prominent place in BLM's management plan.
Unfortunately, the money, mostly federal, to combat these infestations 1s insufficient to stop their spread.

Mevada has become prone to fire; a monoculture of weeds 15 no longer uncommon: restoration and
revegetation are becoming the nomm. Funding for weed removal and range restoration 15 not reli ahle and
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[-Nappe Comments

always insufficient.

Climate change is touched upon utilizing Chambers (2008) report showing that there are now higher
minimum temperatures, less snowpack, and therefore less stream flow. It was not clear how this will be
addressed. Will there be more water developments for hoofed animals like cattle, horses, and pronghorn
antelope? How do water developments help riparian dependent birds, for instance. who need the riparian
plants for feeding and nesting? Will cattle and horses use of public lands be reduced; will more fencing
of riparian areas occur? Who will pay the cost? Will BLM be capable of regularly monitoring grazing by
horses and livestock? Without monitoring how will adaptive management be implemenented.

The plan identifies the microbiotic crusts which have been important stabilizers of plant diversity and
survival. Where these crusts remain, is it possible to limit recreation, livestock, and horse use to protect
these lands? Can ACEC's or natural resources be created where biotic crusts and historical vegetative
systems still remain? Neither the Black Rock NCA nor the Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge at this
point are identifying and native plant ecosystems with their wildlife diversity as special places.

Ranchers and their dependence on public land livestock grazing was a powerful institutionalized system
in 1980. Since 1980, the number of public land AUMSs in Nevada has reportedly dropped from 1,489,464
AUNMS to 963,417 AUMS in 2007, As someone who encouraged the purchase of ranchers for parks, flooc
control, and riparian values, celebrated the removal of livestock grazing from the Sheldon National
Wildlife Refuge, pushed for less livestock grazing on public lands, I supposed I played my part in this
reduction.

Livestock grazing may remain the most pervasive use of public lands. Reductions or removal of livestock
does not automatically trigger range repair; restoration of a range can take many years. Critical ranges
should have no grazing: how does BLM justify three years before taking action?

Today as ranches turn into ranchettes or are purchased by investors banking on future subdivisions and /or
sale of water to urbanizing communities. ranching as a way of life is in retreat. Because ranches own
many of the water sources surrounded by public lands, ranchers selling out may not be good for wildlife
or public land management. Since ranches own many water sources on public lands, the potential change
from rural use to water export or selling springs as ranchettes is also not good for wildlife. Horse
advocates, as they are now doing. can purchase the ranches to maintain the open space. However, their
use of grazing permits for animals that are not tractable has yet to be worked out.

Therefore, removing livestock to stock more horses, and thereby encouraging the sale of private lands,
needs to be cautiously approached. At this juncture. BLM's inability to remove excess horses in a timely
manner has already forced some permittees to reduce use or take nonuse. The forage banking proposal is
a positive step in providing support for ranchers.

The rapid increase in horses and their impact on the range has become a major political and cost factor in
public land management. The starting point for maintaining wild horse herds in Nevada should be
maintaining the HMA's and AML established. BLM has been unable to remove excess horses; in fact, in
some cases, horses have substantially exceeded the high number before removal action was taken. When
horses were removed and subsequently counted. the number of horses remaining continue to exceed the
high AML.

Until BLM can maintain horses within "ecological health" of the land, providing accommodations for
more horses i.¢. water developments and acquiring property. only postpones the excess number issue.
Water developments to disperse livestock were always suspect; because the result is overgrazing of what
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[-Nappe-1:

The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate change in the
FEIS. This analysis includes greenhouse gases, major economic sec-
tors contributing to emissions that are subject to BLM land use man-
agement practices, global mean temperature changes, and future
trends.

I-Nappe-2:
These types of protections are beyond the scope of this RMP and could
be considered in future site specific actions.

I-Nappe-3:

Action S 1.5 gives a range of alternatives applicable to biological crusts.
Action D-S 1.5 includes minimizing excessive breaking up or shearing
of biological crusts. Biological crusts are also addressed in site specific
NEPA documents on a case-by-case basis, which may include mitigation
measures to reduce adverse impacts to biological crusts.

I-Nappe-4:
Comment noted.
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Public Comments and Responses

[-Nappe Comments

had been historic grasslands. The Livestock section notes the Rangeland Health Standards: the horse
section should reference the Horse and Burro Guidelines developed by the RAC in 2007,

With the limits of BLM resources, the focus needs to be on reducing the number of excess horses. The
proposal is to remove horses to the lower AML and administer PZP to the mares being released.
Presumably these two actions will postpone the need for roundup from two to four years. BLM is unlikely
to have the resources to conduct those removals every four years and roundups are hard on horses. Is it
possible to round up enough horses to give the lead stallions vasectomies, geld the other males, and
sterilize mares over 10 years of age? The older mares would be healthier if they were not bearing young.
The goal should be to reduce roundups to every 8§ years or more.

Special recreation management areas are proposed. These area already subject to intensive OHV activity.
The purpose of the designation is to acknowledge their heavy use and develop a management plan. These
plans would be subject to a public issue identification process and public comment before being
established. Amt I correct?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. This plan has been a long involved process and the result
reflects your dedication.

Sincerely.

Tina Nappe

Individuals - 166

Responses

I-Nappe-5:
Action WHB 1.7 — Alternatives A,B, and D do not limit or restrict
birth control methods for WH&B.

[-Nappe-6:

A comprehensive travel & transportation management plan will be de-
veloped for each of the proposed SRMAs, and this process will involve
extensive public input and review. Recreation management plans would
be subject to separate NEPA process and will include opportunities for
public participation.
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[-Novotny Comments Responses
commeniafwdo.mp To wdrmp@bim.gov
09420100240 P M oo
bee

Subject Comments on RMP

Todayslhate = (0: '9/14/10')

FirstName = (0: 'Mary')

LastName = (0: 'Novotny')

iddress = (0: '1645 ila Wai Elwd. #1402')

City = (0: 'Honolulu')

ZipCode = (0: '96515')

State = (0: 'HI')

Telephone = (0: ')

email = (0O: '')

ComrentCategory = (0@ 'Livestock Grazing')
I-NOVOtl’ly-l Comment = (0: 'NO, I do not want cattle grazing within the subdivision. I sm a I—NOVOtﬂy-l: Comment noted.

private owner. Alohsa, Mary Nowvotny')

Individuals - 167
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I-Nylen Comments
Durothy and Bob Te wdrmpi@blm.gov
<callconylenZgmal .com> &

0972010 03:24 PM Bk

Subject Winnemucca District RMP

I tried wour online form but it wasn't working. Fegarding the
Winnemucca District RMP and wild horses and burros, no HML's should he
closed out. Unfortunately the BLM's reputation for science relating
to wild horses and burros is poor. ELM'=s credibility is strained when
documents are geared to wske any reason thought of, reason enough to
proceed, These are public lands and public horses. The horses need
to he wanasged on the land. The BLM needs to await the study of your
program by the National Acadenmy of Sciences. No more removals of wild
equines should be attempted until that is done.

I have heen writing to EBELM offices regarding wvarious "gathers,™ to
shsolutely no swvail., Needless to say I am very frustrated. WVast
numbers of constituents have written concerns and responses to gathers
and docuwents such as your BEMP, but are ignored.

Both of wy grandfathers were cattle ranchers. I hawve special
interests in the land: conservation, wildlife and wining. I love
public lands.

Sincerely, Dorothy R. Nylen
310 Coral Way
Dayton, NV 59403

775 Z40 0434

Individuals - 168

Responses

I-Nylen-1: BLM has revisited WH&B management actions and analysis
in the FEIS.
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[-Oster-2

[-Oster-3

[-Oster-4
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[-Oster —8

I-Oster -9

I-Oster -10

[-Oster -11

[-Oster —12

Public Comments and Responses

I-Oster Comments

ATTN: Winnemucca RMP
Bureau of Land Management
Winnemucca District Office
5100 East Winnemucca Blvd,
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445
cfo Bob Edwards

Dear Mr. Edwards,
In responding to the Winnemucca Draft Management Plan, | would like to make the following comments and suggestions:

Within the framework of the RMP, include legal land descriptions for all Wild Horse and Burro Herd Areas and Herd
Management Areas.

Within the framework of the RMP, establish Wild horse and Burro allocations based on criteria recommended by the
NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES in order to achieve more accurzte Appropriate Management Levels,

Adjust multiple use options to reflect a clear balance and equitable division of resources, and start reflecting 100 years of
scientific studies and journals that definitively state cattle grazing is the most significant cause of riparian and watershed
damage, and has been proven in areas where NO wild horses are allowed to roam.

Take into consideration grazing and migratory patterns and seasonal movement of herds.

Review all Herd Areas for reintroduction to Herd Area Status, Reasons for previous removals should be given a detailed
analysis and subject to public review and consent.

Areas that have been designated as suitable for Wild Horse and Burro range should be devoted PRINCIPALLY as sanctuaries
for their protection, as specified in the Free Roaming Wild Horse and Burro Act.

Public Viewing and Ecotourism:

Identify Herd Areas and Ranges that are unique and desirable for public viewing and tourism.
Promote and encourage tourism in these Herd Areas and Ranges.
Partner with local communities to help boost local economies.  This would be a win/win program.

Management of Herd Areas:

| Incorporate standards and methods into the RMP that clearly distirguish Wild Horse and Burro impacts from those of other

livestock and rangeland users.

Mandate and implement the monitoring of usage levels PRIOR to ir treduction of livestock in a given area in order to clearly
and accurately distinguish between the impacts of Wild Horses and Burros from that of other rangeland grazers,

Ensure that genetic viability of herds is protected by providing adec uate resources and allocations to maintain a minimum of
150 animals on the range of individual HMAs at all times. This will prevent inbreeding, keep herds strong and allow them to
thrive an public lands so that current and future generations will have the opportunity to enjoy these magnificent animals.

Protect predators in and around Herd Management Areas as a natural means of population control and balance,

| Allow for migratory movement due to seasonal changes.

Herd Management Areas must be managed in such a way as to protect water sources and riparian areas from harmful
activities such as natural gas and oil explorations as well as mining.

Individuals - 169

Responses

I-Oster-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal descrip-
tions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs. Several GIS layers are
available to the public for downloading at:
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/
gis/geospatial data.html. BLM must manage WH&Bs in accordance
with the WH&B Act and applicable policy or guidance.

I-Oster-2: Establishing appropriate management levels based on moni-
toring and evaluations are implementation level decisions. Separate
implementation planning and NEPA compliance would include public
involvement.

[-Oster-3: Determining impacts based on monitoring with respect to
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7

[-Oster-4: Comment noted.

I-Oster-5 : Comment noted.

[-Oster-6: WH& B viewing areas have been added to the Watchable
wildlife section.

[-Oster-7: Determining impacts based on monitoring with respect to
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7

[-Oster-8:Determining impacts based on monitoring with respect to
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7

[-Oster 9-Identifying and setting objectives for herd composition is an
implementation decision. Separate implementation planning and

NEPA compliance would include public involvement.

[-Oster-10: Managing of predators falls under jurisdiction of the Ne-
vada Department of Wildlife.

I-Oster-11:Comment noted.

[-Oster-12: See water resources and Fish & Wildlife Objective - D-
FW 9 and following actions.


http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences

I-Oster-13

I-Oster-14

I-Oster —15

[-Oster —16

I-Oster -17
[-Oster-18

[-Oster —19

I-Oster-20

[-Oster-21

I-Oster-22

Public Comments and Responses

I-Oster Comments

Water sources must be monitored, malntained and repaired if and when necessary. This will enhance range conditions for 2
wildlife,

Fences:
Provide detailed information and analysls as to miles, kinds of and locations of fencing within each HA/MMA within each
district.

Reaffirm strict limitations on fencing In Wild Horse and Burro Herd Areas, Herd Management Areas or ranges in order to
protect animals from injury or entrapment and to ensure the continuation of migratory and grazing patterns.

Remove fences that impede access to water sources.

Any reductions of Wild Horses or Burros determined as “excess” must be accompanied by and balanced with equitable
reductions in other livestock sharing the same Herd Management Area,

Foals one year of age and younger should NOT be included in herd census calculations.
Vehicular intrusions for the purposes of racing should be banned in Herd Management Areas,

Utilize range management to address Wild Horses and Burros who wander across the borders of Herd Management Areas,
instead of permanently removing them.

Incorporate RESERVE DESIGN as a basic blueprint for Herd Management and incorporate and utilize natural barriers and
boundarles in arder to keep herds fram straying from Herd Management Areas.

Prohibit management strategies that are based on “adoption criteria” as the primary consideration.

This policy fails to conform to both the intent and the mandates of the Wild Horse and Burre Act. Incorporate management
strategies that support historical herd traits.

Respect equine social structure and keep families intact.

| am opposed to sales of Public Lands as they are held in trust for the American Public and they must be kept as such for
future generations.

Please modify the current RMP to reflect the need to protect and maintain our wilderness areas for the wildlife which include
our herds of Wild Horses and Burros.

Respactfully,

Sherry Oster

3638 Park Dr.
Cottonwood, Calif, 96022
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Responses

[-Oster-13: See all alternatives under LG 5.1 and BMPs #7 relating to
livestock grazing.

[-Oster-14: BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis. Sev-
eral GIS layers are available to the public for downloading at:
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/
gis/geospatial data.html. See figure 2-6 Herd Areas and Figure 2-10 for
location of HMAs

[-Oster-15: Determining impacts based on monitoring with respect to
WH&Bs and livestock is provided a D-WHB-5.7

[-Oster-16: Comment noted.

[-Oster-17: Comment noted.

[-Oster-18: Comment noted.

[-Oster-19: Action D-WH&B 4.1 Addresses implementation of permit
stipulations and mitigations measures relating to multiple uses and pro-
tection of WH&Bs.

[-Oster-20: Comment noted.

[-Oster-21: Comment noted.

[-Oster-22: Disposal of Public lands is addressed at D-LR 3.1. Lands

proposed suitable for disposal must meet requirements of FLPMA and
criteria listed under this action.
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[-Page-1

[-Page-2 |

I-Page-3 |

[-Page-4

I-Page Comments
RECE|Y
October 24, 2010 WINHEHUECDCELEV
Dear Sir: W100CT 27 P |: 10

| am writing as a private citizen concerned about the wild horses & burros in the U.S.

| am concerned about the PRESERVATION of these herds that are part of our American heritage.
| am concerned about the INHUMANE helicopter roundups in the heat of summer & cold

of winter.

| am also concerned about the WASTE OF TAXPAYER dollars in the execution of these roundups.

| would urge the Winnemucca District Office to revise the alternatives outlined in the Resource
Management Plan and all other land use documents attached to it. | would ask that they instead ensure
that the wild horse & burro management levels be increased through equitable distribution of
resources.

The Standard & Guidelines must ensure that wild horses & burros can thrive on the range. They should
also be treated in a humane and less intrusive manner that preserves their wild & free-roaming nature.
No proposed alternative provides sufficient protection for the wild horses and burros to be managed on
the range. The Wild Horse & Burro Act mandates that wild horses and burros be considered an integral
part of the natural system. The proposed plan does not uphold that mandate.

Scientific and rational principles should be used to provide adequate herd size for genetic
viability.

The resources should be allocated equitably. Ranching, oil & gas, & other commercial usages should not
be allocated more resources or given preference over horses & burros.

There should be no zeroing out of wild horse or burro herds. The BLM should consider reintroducing
some of the herds that have been zeroed out.

Wild horses on the range help the environment. There is more damage done to the range by
cattle than by horses. The wild horses & burros should be left as part of the ecosystem of these areas.

| believe that if horses & burros are removed that there should be a public/private partnership
in the care of these horses. Wild horse preserves, like the Soldier Meadows Ranch, could be a solution in
these cases.

| have read that it costs the American Taxpayer $2000 for the removal of a mustang from the range.
Then there is the expense for the feed & care of the horses taken off the range. | believe that this
is a WASTE OF TAXPAYER DOLLARS. Many Americans are hurting in these tough economic times.

| am sure that many would agree that it is a waste of tax money to remove these horses & burros.
It is cheaper to leave them alone until further options & studies can be done.

Thank you.
cerely,

ay, Los Angeles, CA 90066

Linda Page, 11523 Vienna

Responses

I-Page-1: Consistent with 43 CFR 4700.0-6, WH&B shall be managed in bal-
ance with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat (i.e., WH&B
will be managed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance
(TNEB) and multiple use relationships on the public lands). The WFRHBA
requires the BLM to manage horses in a manner that is designed to achieve
and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands (16
USC § 1333(a)). See also Animal Protection Institute of America, 109 IBLA
112, 115 (1989) (—...the _benchmark test ‘for determining the suitable num-
ber of wild horses on the public range is _thriving natural ecological bal-
ance’...) (Dahl v. Clark, 600 F. Supp. 585, 594 (D. Nev. 1984)). To achieve a
TNEB on the public lands, WH&B should be managed in a manner that as-
sures significant progress is made toward achieving the Land Health Standards
for upland vegetation and riparian plant communities, watershed function, and
habitat quality for animal populations, as well as other site-specific or land-
scape-level objectives, including those necessary to protect and manage
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. WH&B herd health is pro-
moted by achieving and maintaining TNEB. Handbook 4700-1

[-Page-2: Baseline genetic diversity will be determined for all WH&B herds.
Once a baseline is established, additional samples will be collected to reassess
genetic diversity every other gather (e.g., every 6-10 years). If testing indicates
diversity is less than desired, the herd should be reassessed more frequently
(e.g., every gather). In the past, genetic diversity was assessed by evaluating
blood samples from the herd. Hair samples are now used to assess genetic diver-
sity. Procedures for collecting and processing WH&B hair samples are de-
scribed in Appendix 1 (Genetics Data and Hair Sample Collection Instructions).
A report assessing genetic diversity is developed for each set of samples from an
HMA.

I-Page-3: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential components: forage,
water, cover, and space. These components must be present within the HMA in
sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and healthy range-
lands over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient amounts, the au-
thorized officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to remove the
area’s designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a designated
HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be gathered and
removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3.

A recurring pattern of WH&B movement out of the HMA to access forage,
water, or thermal or hiding cover is an indication that year-long WH&B use
cannot be sustained. If one or more of the key habitat components is missing,
the HMA should be considered as unsuitable for year-long use. In these situa-
tions, the authorized officer should consider removing the area’s designation as
an HMA through LUP.

Individuals - 171 [-Page-4: Comment noted.
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I-Perry-Jones et al Comments

s Py S, i vy @yt b it

TE wrhomesb@me. bim gov
Lo2HIAG 0704 PM oo

Subject Winnemucca RMP, Edwards

Please protect areas with wilderness characteristics

e e support the RMP’s identification of the following areas as having
wilderness characteristics: Fencemaker, North Sahwave Mountains,
Tobin Range and the two units in the Granite Range (Buckhorn Peak
and Granite Peak).

LPerrv-Tones et e In addition, we request that you add these areas to the list of
Y Wilderness Characteristics Areas:
al-1 ® The area directly south ofthe Blue Lakes WSA to the Sage Hen
drainage, and
e The highly-scenic core ridge of the Lava Beds including its
western flank
Management of Wilderness Characteristics Areas:
I-Perry-Jones et We ask that you more clearly define the management actions for
al-2 protecting the Wilderness Characteristics Areas. These areas should
be:
e Designated as "limited to designated routes,"
e Classified as a Class | for Visual Resource Management,
e Closed to mineral material disposal, mineral leasing and
mineral entry,
® Included in rights-of-way exclusion areas, and
I-Perry Jones et e Retained in public ownership.
al-3 Wilderness Study Areas:
e We support designating all WSAs as “limited to designated

Individuals - 172

Responses

I-Perry-Jones et al-1: The BLM brought forward seven areas that
contain lands with wilderness characteristics. See D-WSA 2.1.

[-Perry-Jones et al-2: See Action C-WSA 2.1.

I[-Perry Jones et al-3: This will be addressed and brought forward in
the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning pro-
cesses.



Public Comments and Responses

I-Perry-Jones et Comments Responses

I-Perry-Jones et

al-3 routes” and we stress that a high priority should be given to
Cont-d. T identifying these routes with signs and on maps;
e High priority also should be given to promptly restoring
I-Perry-Jones et | wilderness character from damage created by vehicle
al-4 incursions within the WSAs, and
e \We support the acquisition of private inholdings in WSAs,
Wilderness and in Wilderness Characteristics Areas to enhance
wild character.
Jean Perry-Jones
Alan Bernhard
Tom Jones V
4470 Aspen Ave
Mt Charleston NV 89124

702-858-3653

I-Perry-Jones et al-4 : See response [-Perry Jones et al-3.

jeanperry jones@yahoo.com
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I-Peterson Comments Responses

Wil Regar Pularson

<wil @wllrager com>
ToRober_Edwards@bim.gov

oz Will Roger Peterson <willi@willrxger.com», Roger Famchon <Reger_Farschoni@ea. blmgovs, Gene
TE 20100437 PM Seidliz <gene_sedlizi@nv.blmgove, Jessica Clayton <JTC laytone(@acl com>, Ray Alken

<m@yiEburningman.com=

£u Re: Proposed land exchangs.
bje
ot

Dear Mr. Bob Edwards,

Approzimately two years ago (2008) I was promised, by then acting District Manager Foger

Bryan, that the Hualapai Flat and some of the adjacent public lands would be put on the BLI's I-Peterson-1: GIS mapping of disposal areas have been revisited in the
disposable lands listing. I was surprised to see that this was not included on the Diraft FEIS

Winnemucca District Resource Management Plan (EWEP). T am writing this per our phone :

conversation today to place this parcel on the final RMP . The intended parcel is roughly bounded

by Eoute 34 on the South, Soldier Meadow Foad to the East, the Fly Ranch to the West, and the

Jackson Eanch to the Morth.

I-Peterson-1

Thank you for your consideration

Will Roger Peterson

Vice-President, Friends of the Black Rock/High Rock

Chairman, Sierra Front- Western Great Basin- Resource Advisory Council
Chairman. RAC NCA Subgroup

Member, Board of Directors, Black Rock City LL.C

Member, Board of Directors, Black Rock Arts Foundation

Mobile (775) 750-6252

<will@blackrockdesert.org>
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I-Rudnicki Comments Responses
Swgan Rudnicki To wdrmp@blm.gov
<ausanrudnickl@gmal.com> 5
10/24:2010 09:38 AM o

Subject \Winnemucca RMP
Winnemucca Draft Resource Management Plan

A3 acitizen of the Tnited States and a taxpayer I submit the following comments regarding the
‘management' plans of BLI for the wild horse and burro populations Congress rendered under
their care:

I support Alternative C as well as the incorporation of the following recommendations in all Lo . . .
Alternatives and analysis in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Eecord of Decision. [-Rudnicki-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not SpeCIfy legal de-

scriptions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs.

I-Rudnicki-1 : = Include legal land descriptions for all Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas.

I-Rudnicki-2 = Review all Herd Areas within the planning area for reintroduction to Herd Management Status Several GIS layers are available to the pubhc for downloadmg at:
as required by CFR 4700.3-1, Provide a detailed analysis and reasons for previous withdrawals http://Www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/
as well as potential mitigation measures that may reinstate wild populations on legally geographiciscienceS/gis/geospatia]idata.h‘[m]
designated Herd Areas.

= Identify wild hose and burro use areas as suitable for designation as wild horse and burro I-Rudnicki-2: Comment noted.

“ranges” to be devoted principally as sanctuaries for their protection and preservation as per

I-Rudnicki-3

Section 1333(a) of the Wild Free-Eoaming Horse and Burro Act and 43 CFR 4710.3-2, I-Rudnicki-3: Comment noted.

I-Rudnicki-4 = D.evelop Alternatives that incorporgtg the designation of ACECs (A_.re.as of Cl.'itical -Rudnicki-4: Wild H iB di d ih
Environmental Concern) for all remaining wild burro herds and the critical habitat and resources -Rudnicki-4: 1 Orses and burros are managed 1m accordance wi
if necessary to insure self-sustaining genetically viable populations within the planning area as the Wild Horse and Burro Act.

per the FLWPA  Section 202 [43 122 1712] {(a)(3) for long-term sustainability .

I-Rudnicki -5 = Identify ngd Aregs, Herd Maqagem ent Areas and Ranges that proyi de unique opportunitt &s to o

develop public viewing opportunities andfor development of ecotourism based on the prom otion I-Rudnicki-5: Comment noted.
of wild herds as well as including an analysis of potential economic benefits thiz would bring to

local communities.

= Identify any bands or herds that use two or more Herd Management Areas to secure suitable
yearlong habitat and resources based on environmental conditions, migratory patterns or I-Rudnicki-6: Comment noted.
seasonal movement,

I-Rudnicki-6

[-Rudnicki-7 = Base wild hn.)rse.a.nd bl}rro.resource dlocatior}s on scientific and ratienal principles. o

Incorporate suitability criteria be established within the framework of the EMP as recommended I-Rudnicki-7: Comment noted.
by the Mational Academy of Science over 30 years ago to better reflect actual use and available

forage for freeroaming populations to achieve accurate appropriate management levels and
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I-Rudnicki Comments Responses

“excess” determinations.

= Develop and incorporate within the framework of the RMP the methodology used to
distinguish wild horse and burro impacts from livestock and other rangeland users. One potential
I-Rudnicki -8 method is to mandate monitoring and utilization levels be measured prior to the introduction of
livestock in a given area order to distinguish class use and impacts.

I-Rudnicki-8: Comment noted.

> In all Herd Management Areas, assure management plans will provide allocations and
resources adequate to maintain a minimum of 150 animals at all times on the range per
I-Rudnicki -9 individual HMA as necessary to maintain long-term genetic viability according to the best
available science. This will prevent inbreeding or population crashes as required by CFR
4700.0-6(a) and to ensure that populations are being managed as an integral part of the natural
systems of the public lands.

I-Rudnicki-9: Comment noted.

> In individual Herd Management Areas. prohibit management plans and strategies that fail to

I-Rudnicki -10 provide for self-sustaining wild horse and burro populations lower than a minimum population ol I-Rudnicki-10: Comment noted.
150 animals based on the concept of “genetic interchange™ between bands or herds from

different Herd Management Areas. The only exception to this could be if BLM can conclusively

document known population interchanges by photographs or other identifiable markings of

animals on a multiple and consistent long-term basis.

> If necessary to provide habitat for wild horses or burros, to implement herd management I-Rudnicki-11: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands
aulronsf. t_)r to protect wild horses cr‘burro.ﬁ from dlseusr?,. harassment or injury, iny oke. ‘BI,X-I.‘; to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and
authority to reduce or close areas of public lands to grazing use by all or a particular kind of . .

I-Rudnicki —11 livestock as established by C.F.R. 4710.5 (a), with the goal of maintaining self-sustaining provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and
genetically viable wild horse and burro populations through allocations assuring resources are Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be man-
adequate to maintain a minimum of 150 animals at all times on the range per individual HMA., aged for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses au-

thorized to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several

> Prohibit the use of “blanket” management options that allow for wild horse and burro N . R o
proposed levels of livestock management, up to and including elimina-

reductions without supporting data to make excess determinations, i.e.. “in the absence of

species specific data, equitable reductions in livestock and wild horse and/or burros tion of livestock grazing.
I-Rudnicki —-12 authorizations will be implemented.” The historical problem with the management approach of
authorizing “equitable reductions™ is there is no accountability or consequence to BLM if they I-Rudnicki-12: Comment noted.

fail to reduce the livestock portion of the projected reductions. Traditionally, BLM has removed

wild horses and/or burros or reduced their population objectives while making no changes or

increasing livestock authorizations shortly after applying changes exclusively to free-roaming

populations.

> Prohibit the issuance of non-renewable grazing permits in any wild horse and burro Herd Area. I-Rudnicki-13: Refer to D-LG 1.11.

Herd Management Area or Range in order to allow maximum long-term rangeland health due to

I-Rudnicki —13 vear long grazing pressure in these designated areas.

I-Rudnicki-14: BLM policy and technical references define methods for
monitoring and meeting watershed, riparian, and aquatic health and func-

tionality standards.

> Establish criteria within the RMP framework for incorporating periodic monitoring at “key”
times to establish data on available water. This should include mandatory flow rates. water
I-Rudnicki-14 quality data. status of historic sources (in order to collect trend data on water availability) and
photographic evidence to establish credibility in BLMSs data.
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I-Rudnicki Comments

> Various related multiple use decisions issued by the Winnemucca Field Office as well as
surrounding areas indicate the potential for significant and cumulative impacts to underground
aquifers and water sources due to drawdown. Incorporate provisions within the RMP that
provide mitigation measures for water loss, increase available habitat, disperse consolidated
grazing pressures, and insure supplemental low cost water sources are available in times of
drought or harsh environmental conditions for wild horses and burros as well as other wildlife
species within the planning area.

> Prohibit the use of any sterilization measures on populations that fall below the minimum
genetic threshold of 150 animals or less and assure balanced gender structures to preserve natural
herd behaviors and social dynamics.

= Prohibit the inclusion of foals one year and under in population inventories and calculations
occurring on the range for “excess” population determinations.

= Establish population objectives and thresholds for big game species within the planning area to
insure habitats support a “thriving natural ecological balance™ between all species. The current
policy to omit critical information on species populations, increased pressure on resource
requirements and their resulting impacts fails to conform to federal law mandating scientifically
sound management decisions and quality data to determine suitable habitat for all rangeland
users. As public stewards, BLM needs to recognize and honor their position to preserve and
protect all resources for the American people, both now and for future generations. State wildlife
agencies have a vested interest in increasing big game populations to increase revenue. As such,
studies, data, recommendations and management objectives may contain inherent “conflicts of
interest” and biased towards the balanced management of resources on public lands.

= Provide for public review a detailed examination and analysis of all current multiple use
applications within each Herd Area and Herd Management Area within the planning area. This is
to include current livestock authorizations, the percentage each allotment overlaps existing wild
horse and burro arcas as well as maps clearly showing the relationship and resource allocations
between livestock and wild equids within the planning area. The purpose of this information is to
help the public be reasonably informed as to BLMs compliance with the Act’s mandate to
accomplish the protection of wild free-roaming horses and burros through their consideration as
an integral part of the natural system of the public lands as well as their relationships with other
uses of the public and adjacent private lands as outlined in CFR 4710.3.

> With respect to wildlife impacts to critical resources required by wild horse and burro
populations, provide current estimated big game populations such as elk, pronghorn, mule deer
and bighorn, populations affecting the wild horse and burro areas within the planning district,
reasonably foreseeable future big game population objectives for these same areas that may
impact management strategies to maintain self-sustaining genetically viable herds.

> All other multiple use authorizations within Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas such as
current mining, oil and gas operations as well as renewable resource projects such as solar, wind
or geothermal impacting or reasonably projected to impact habitat and/or resources in the
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15-Rudnicki-15: This action is an implementation level decision, not
an RMP level decision. During the implementation level planning
process a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be
conducted.

I-Rudnicki-16: Comment noted.

I-Rudnicki-17: Comment noted.

I-Rudnicki-18 : The BLM works in cooperation with the Nevada De-
partment of Wildlife (NDOW) in the management of big game habi-
tat; NDOW manages big game populations. Under a multiple-use
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of pub-
lic land resources.

I-Rudnicki-19: Comment noted.

I-Rudnicki-20: Management of big game species and populations are
under the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)
and is outside the scope of this analysis . See section 1.6 Planning
Criteria and Legislative Constraints #3. The BLM works in coopera-
tion with NDOW in the management of big game habitat. Under a
multiple-use mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced manage-
ment of public land resources.

I-Rudnicki-21: See response I-Rudnicki-15. All Renewable Energy
Plans of Developments subject to a federal action are required to be
reviewed under NEPA.

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis. Several GIS
layers are available to the public for downloading at:
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/
geographic_sciences/gis/geospatial data.html


http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs
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I-Rudnicki Comments

Winnemucca Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas as well as projects or proposals that can
be expected to be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future. This should include a
detailed map of each Herd Area and Herd Management Area in the planning area to allow the
interested public to assess the impacts of other multiple uses to wild horse and burro habitat and
populations in a site-specific manner.

Sincerely,

Susan Rudnicki

804 Fifth St

Manhattan Beach CA 90266 310-374-4779
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I-Rudnicki Comments

> Prohibit the inclusion of foals one year and under in population inventories and calculations
oceurring on the range for “excess” population determinations.

> Establish population objectives and thresholds for big game species within the planning area to
insure habitats support a “thriving natural ecological balance™ between all species. The current
policy to omit critical information on species populations, increased pressure on resource
requirements and their resulting impacts fails to conform to federal law mandating scientifically
sound management decisions and quality data to determine suitable habitat for all rangeland
users. As public stewards, BLM needs to recognize and honor their position to preserve and
protect all resources for the American people. both now and for future generations. State wildlife
agencies have a vested interest in increasing big game populations to increase revenue. As such,
studies. data, recommendations and management objectives may contain inherent “conflicts of
interest” and biased towards the balanced management of resources on public lands.

> Provide for public review a detailed examination and analysis of all current multiple use
applications within each Herd Area and Herd Management Area within the planning area. This is
to include current livestock authorizations, the percentage each allotment overlaps existing wild
horse and burro areas as well as maps clearly showing the relationship and resource allocations
between livestock and wild equids within the planning area. The purpose of this information is to
help the public be reasonably informed as to BLMs compliance with the Act’s mandate to
accomplish the protection of wild free-roaming horses and burros through their consideration as
an integral part of the natural system of the public lands as well as their relationships with other
uses of the public and adjacent private lands as outlined in CFR 4710.3.

= With respect to wildlife impacts to critical resources required by wild horse and burro
populations, provide current estimated big game populations such as elk. pronghorn, mule deer
and bighom, populations affecting the wild horse and burro areas within the planning district,
reasonably foreseeable future big game population objectives for these same areas that may
impact management strategies to maintain self-sustaining genetically viable herds.

> All other multiple use authorizations within Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas such as
current mining. oil and gas operations as well as renewable resource projects such as solar. wind
or geothermal impacting or reasonably projected to impact habitat and/or resources in the
Winnemucca Herd Areas and Herd Management Areas as well as projects or proposals that can
be expected to be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future. This should include a
detailed map of each Herd Area and Herd Management Area in the planning area to allow the
interested public to assess the impacts of other multiple uses to wild horse and burro habitat and
populations in a site-specific manner.

> Include detailed analysis of the miles, kinds and locations of fencing within each HA/HMA
within the planning district. Reaffirm strict limitations on fencing in wild horse and burro Herd
Areas. Herd Management Areas or Ranges in order to preserve their free-roaming behaviors and
to prevent entrapment, injury, death or undue degradation of resources due to limitations on
seasonal or migratory movement.

> [ncorporate protections for predators in and around herd management areas as a management
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I-Rudnicki 22: Comment noted.

I-Rudnicki 23: See response [-Rudnicki-20.

I-Rudnicki 24: Comment noted.

I-Rudnicki 25: See response I-Rudnicki-20.

I-Rudnicki 26: See response I-Rudnicki-21.

I-Rudnicki-27: WH&B management with respect to fencing is addressed in
WHB 2. Herd Management Areas are addressed when multiple use pro-
posals occur within these areas in site specific NEPA analysis. These docu-

ments are made available to the public.

I-Rudnkicki-28: See response I-Rudnicki-20.
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I-Rudnicki Comments Responses

tool for low cost population control and to support the “thriving natural ecological balance™.

> Prohibit management strategies that are based on “adoption criteria™ as the primary
consideration. This policy fails to conform to both the intent and the mandates of the Act.
Incorporate management strategies that support historical herd traits and local community values
for the bands/herds.

> Utilize range management to address wild horses and burros who wander across the borders of
Herd Management Areas (HMAs). instead of permanently removing them.

> Removals of any Kind should be rare and minimal. Other methods of management must be
employed first and given a fair opportunity to succeed. It a limited removal is necessary. it must
be done in a humane manner that respects horse social structure and keeps families intact.

~DEADLINE~
MONDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2010
4:30 P.M. PST

SUBMIT TO:
Winnemucca RMP

c/o Bob Edwards

Attn: Winnemucca RMP
Bu
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mﬁ m’ wﬂ” . r 'ﬁ;mﬂlb

T mfemesbiEbim gov™ <wiowebi@bimgovs
1002112010 07:28 PM &

Subject RMP

¥ou have an opportunity to show what kind of people you are by doing the humane, logical and best thing for our
generation and those that follow. How could you sleep at night knowing you supported running animals to death,
scaring them to death literally and never letting a living, natural thing alone? If you do not cease the horrible
actions from the past and from what appears that you are hell bent on doing in the present and future, you can
consider the BLM animal Nazi's. | sound like one of those lunatics that goes over the edge, but | am almost 62

years old and I'm tired of not having my say so and paossibly input on what happens in my country. |'ve paid my
taxes and my dues. LISTEN PLEASE.

Marcia Salerno
Westmont, IL

Marcia Salerno
Payroll A & E fve A

Spot Trading L.L.C

440 South LaSalle St,, Suite 2800
Chicago, IL 60605

Office: 312.362 4550

Direct: 312-362-4565

Fax: 312,362 4527
marcias@spottradinglic.com

www.spottradinglic com

The information contained in this message may be privileged and confidential and protected from disclesure. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this ge lothe i recipient,
you are hereby nolified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this ication is strictly prohibited. If you have

received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer

Thank you. Spot Trading, LLC
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I-Salerno-1: Comment noted.
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I-Smith Comments
Oct. 22 2010 3:19pM DEPY HUMAN SERVICES No. 4438 P,

ATTN: WINNEMUCCA RMP

FAX 775-623-1503
October 22, 2010

Mr Bob Edwards

Winnemucca District Office
Bureau of Land Management
5100 E Winnemucca Bivd
Winnemucca, NV 89445-2921

Dear Mr Edwards:

| am contacting you regarding the Bureau of Land Management's program for
wild horses and burros which has been a concern for me for years. | understand
the need to plan for the number of animals but appropriate management through
equitable distribution of resources must be considered. These horses and burros
are a vitally important part of our American heritage and we owe it to them to
preserve their familial ties and provide adequately for their needs. We do not
need to terrorize them with helicopter roundups or other intrusive and inhumane
practices. The lands they roam are public lands and they are not to be used
solely or mostly for private grazing land. | have often feit these lands are leased
to wealthy ranchers and their requests take top priority with our government.

Your currently proposed Resource Management Plan does not ensure that these
wild animals will maintain an integral part of their own natural habitat. Please
support public-private partnerships for wild horse and burro preserves. We
should also protect horses’ natural predators in these areas as nature can often
do a much better job of handling our natural resources than we have proven that
we can. | would also like to ask that you ban motorized vehicle intrusions from
these lands due to disturbance of property and animals.

Thank you very much for reading my letter and giving your help to animals which
cannot speak for themselves. | try fo do that at every opportunity and you are in
the position to do something about this important matter.

Sincerely,

Jenks, OK™ 74037
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[-Smith-1:
The BLM adheres to the requirements under the WH&B Act.
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I-Solis Comments

Docewais 28 2010
Mr. Bob Edwards : 8

Winnemucca District Office

Bureau of Land Management
5100 East Winnemucca Blvd.
Winnemucca, NV 89445-292

Dear; Winnemucca RMP, Edwards, BLM Winnemucca
District Office; President Obama, White House, and
Department of Interior

| urge the Winnemucca District Office to revise the proposed alternatives outlined in the Draft Resource Management
Plan (RMP) and all other land-use documents tiered to it to ensure that wild horse and burro appropriate management
levels (AML) are increased through equitable distribution of resources.

The Standards and Guidelines must ensure that wild horses can thrive on the range and be treated in a humane and
minimally-intrusive manner that preserves their wild and free-roaming behavior. No proposed alternatives provide
sufficient protection for wild horses and burros to be managed on the range. The Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros
Act mandate that wild horses and burros be considered "an integral part of the natural system.” This proposed RMP fails
to uphold that mandate. | urge that the following tenets be incorporated into Alternative C2 in the RMP:

- Designate all Herd Management Areas (HMAs) to be managed principally for wild horse or burro herds as allowed
under 43 C.F.R. 4710.3-2. Decrease or eliminate livestock grazing in HMAs pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 4710.5(a).

- Base AMLs on scientific and rational principles that provide adequate herd size for genetic viability.

- Allocate resources equitably. Ranching and other commercial usages should not be allocated more resources or given
preference over wild horses and burros.

- No "zero-ing out” of wild horse or burro herds. Range rotation, re-seeding, and temporary fencing should be among
the tools used to protect and restore any areas that do not meet habitat or rangeland standards.

- Re-evaluate "zero-ed out” herd areas for horse/burro reintroduction.

- Utilize range management to address wild horses and burros who wander across the borders of Herd Management
Areas (HMAs), instead of permanently removing them.

fair opportunity to succeed. If a limited removal is necessary, it must be done in a humane manner that respects horse
social structure and keeps families intact.

- Removals of any kind should be rare and minimal. Other methods of r it must be loyed first and given a

- Range management and controlling populations on the range should be the cornerstone of management of wild horses
and burros. As such, the development of water resources, such as a system of guzzlers, should be a prominent feature of
the RMP.

- Support public-private partnership for on-the-range management of wild horses and burros and the creation of wild
horse preserves (i.e. Soldier Meadows proposal).

Individuals - 183

Responses

I-Solis-1: Consistent with 43 CFR 4700.0-6, WH&B shall be managed in balance
with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat (i.e., WH&B will be
managed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance (TNEB)
and multiple use relationships on the public lands). The WFRHBA requires the
BLM to manage horses in a manner that is designed to achieve and maintain a
thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands (16 USC § 1333(a)). See
also Animal Protection Institute of America, 109 IBLA 112, 115 (1989) (—...the
benchmark test ‘for determining the suitable number of wild horses on the public
range is thriving natural ecological balance’...) (Dahl v. Clark, 600 F. Supp. 585,
594 (D. Nev. 1984)). To achieve a TNEB on the public lands, WH&B should be
managed in a manner that assures significant progress is made toward achieving
the Land Health Standards for upland vegetation and riparian plant communities,
watershed function, and habitat quality for animal populations, as well as other
site-specific or landscape-level objectives, including those necessary to protect
and manage Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. WH&B herd health
is promoted by achieving and maintaining TNEB. Handbook 4700-1. Based on
the requirements of FLPMA, BLM must manage public lands for multiple use.
The WH&B management actions and analysis will be re-visited in the Final RMP/
FEIS.

I-Solis-2: Baseline genetic diversity will be determined for all WH&B herds.
Once a baseline is established, additional samples will be collected to reassess
genetic diversity every other gather (e.g., every 6-10 years). If testing indicates
diversity is less than desired, the herd should be reassessed more frequently (e.g.,
every gather). In the past, genetic diversity was assessed by evaluating blood
samples from the herd. Hair samples are now used to assess genetic diversity.
Procedures for collecting and processing WH&B hair samples are described in
Appendix 1 (Genetics Data and Hair Sample Collection Instructions). A report
assessing genetic diversity is developed for each set of samples from an HMA.

[-Solis-3: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential components: forage,
water, cover, and space. These components must be present within the HMA in
sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and healthy rangelands
over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient amounts, the authorized
officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to remove the area’s desig-
nation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a designated HMA to HA
status, the total population of WH&B should then be gathered and removed. See
BLM Manual Section 4710.3.

A recurring pattern of WH&B movement out of the HMA to access forage, wa-
ter, or thermal or hiding cover is an indication that year-long WH&B use cannot
be sustained. If one or more of the key habitat components is missing, the HMA
should be considered as unsuitable for year-long use. In these situations, the au-
thorized officer should consider removing the area’s designation as an HMA
through LUP.

1-Solis-4: Comment noted.
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- Incorporate protection for predators in and around herd management areas as a part of managing wild horses and
burros.

- Ban vehicular intrusions for the purpeoses of racing.
I support the removal of fencing impediments and the enhancement of water resources,

| urge you to please, please allow the horse's to have some type of free range and water without pressure’s to keep
moving around in unstable home grounds.

| urge you to please respect the humanity of feals not being able to run fast enough to keep up with there adult family

and who at times get hurt or lost from their family.

| urge you to please allow the original in-The-Wild-Management program to start. It's been said that this program would

save thousands of USA tax dollars for the Government and it's people. Surely the Wild Horse can help the American
[ground as they are independently have for the past 100 years. Certainly the Majestic Independent Wild Horse's had
some kind of beauty to our country and is a national icon as well. They are being mis-blamed or mis-understood for

drinking all the water from the lakes, ponds, and reservations of water when in fact the Wild Horse's only drink once and

to the most 2 times a day.

They are being mis-bl d and mis-bl. d for ing up areas when it is a fact the cattle are known to do this instead

and not the horses. There just minding their own business in the harsher of area conditions and re-locations.

It been said that since the 100 year act protecting the Wild Horses has been broken due to the President Bush
Administration for the past 10 years. The Wild Horse & Burros have not been animal ethically treated or conserved

within their own independent means of the Wild-Free-Roam act. This management system has not been successful in its

management of the Wild Horses & Burros.

Please do not eliminate and extinguish these misunderstood majestic wild horses and burros that cannot be heard but

are only a gift from the divine for human beings to enjoy in view, and company and help.

Thank you for your time, courtesy, and consideration for acknowledging this letter and re-considering the Wild-Free-
Roaming Horse & Burro Act.

¢ Sil:tcerehr,
. elarectin e

Ms. Alexandra Solis
P.0. Box 0184
Campbell Hall, NY 10916-0184
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I-Sparky Comments

Bob Speriy <ouschitsatvadventunaciuh yehoo com>

TS wicweb@my.bim gov
LRMS201005:35 PM o

Subject "Winnemucca RMP, Edwards™

Comment for the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) replacement of the "The RMP will

replace two outdated Management Framework Plans (MFPs) approved in 1982
and amended in 1999"

My concerns are thal of "whal needs to be updated? Updating needs to include
the recrealion of The People by means of molorized and non-molorized
recrealion. Recrealion shall be accessible 365 days a year for families to
enjoy. Trails shall be implemented to accepl motorized and non-motorized
recreation. Volunteers shall have the abilily to perform many lask as needed
for the area of 8,448,130 acres responsibly for trails and the needs of those
whom will recreate there.

Once approved, the RMP will guide the management of federally approved
aclivities on approximalely 8.4 million acres of BLM-administered public lands
and minerals in all of Humboldt and Pershing Counties, and portions of
Washoe, Churchill and Lyon Counties.

Confirmed studies private and federally shall be performed to confirm the
needs set forth by BLM.

The BLM developed the allernatives described in the RMP with inpul from
other federal agencies, lribal, stale and local governments, the Resource
Advisory Council and Lhe general public.

The Winnemucca District (WD) is currently evaluating various management
allernalives for the 8,448,130 acres of federally owned lands ( let it be known
that "federally owned lands are that of The People of the United States of
America") that lie within the WD's jurisdiction. The selected management
alternatives will form a planning document litled the Winnemucca District
Office Resource Management Plan (RMP). The RMP is being developed in order
Lo updale and replace the exisling Sonoma—Gerlach and Paradise-Denio
Management Framework Plans (1982) (amended 1999). For more information
why the RMP is being developed.

Comment:

The area of 8,448,130 acres is of greal concern and ample time needs to be
given in order to make an educated decision. The People require the same
amount of Lime for making responses as the government spends on the lime
they have done with this.

Areas thal are commenled as "Federal Land” are truly that of the American
People.
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I-Sparky-1:

A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan
(CTTMP) will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for
the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public
participation and input.

I-Sparky-2
Comment Noted:

I-Sparky-3
Comment Noted:
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Comments

I-Sparky

The area here mentioned shall remain accessible to the American People for
recreational use and enjoyment.

Robert Brooks
B. 0. Box 5923
Ocala, Fla. 34478
352-207-3102

Founder www.QuachitaATVAdventureClub.org ....

Working to protect Land Rights Use for Responsible Recreation

Check out Blog and Follow with us hitp://hittintrails.blogspot.com/

BV e A Tread Lightly!Trail Trainer!
NOHVEE s s ASI CERTIFIED

Blue Ribbon Coalition .......ccccvees USFS Chain Saw Cert.
BRRA mtarmsrisst s o man i Former Paramedic

Recreational Incident Command
ATV Trail Ambassador/Trail Advocate/Trail Consultant
American Land Rights Association

This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510.2521,
and is legally privileged and confidential. No duplication, or forwarding with out senders
permission. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent
responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient, the reader is hereby notified that any

diss emination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by reply email and delete the
message from your computer system. Thank you in advance for your cooperation
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I-Spotts Comments Responses
~
i =
Richard Spotts SN
. F< Il
From: "Richard Spotts” <spotts@infowest com> ad) % r"::J
To: <wfoweb@nv.bim.gov> n 20O
Sent: Saturday, September 18, 2010 11:41 AM ™~ ‘:r‘?':
Subject: My comments on BLM Winnemucca DRMP and DEIS - gc
= 2 =)
0 o=
September 18, 201 _C’O Zx

Mr. Bob Edwards

Winnemucca District Office

.S, Bureau of Land Management
5100 E Winnemueca Blvd.
Winnemucca, NV 89445-2921

RE: My comments on the BLM Winnemucca District Office Draft Resource Management
Plan (DRMP) and Draft Envir tal Impact Stat t (DEIS).

Dear Mr. Edwards and other BLM officials:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the above-referenced DRMP and DEIS, and
include this letter in the appropriate administrative record.

At the outset, | have a longstanding interest in the management of BLM lands. Over the past
thirty plus years, | have enjoyed hiking and wildlife watching on BLM lands throughout the
West, including in Nevada. | believe that BLM has a tough job of trying to balance various use
demands and public expectations. However, I believe that the bottom line should be the
dominant priority of protecting or restoring landscape health. The FLPMA "sustained yield"
mandate requires that no uses be authorized which could remove or irreversibly diminish the
landscape's ability to provide for other beneficial uses, such as healthy vegetation and wildlife
communities.

For example, I am very concerned about the continuing expansion of cheatgrass and other
harmful invasive/noxious weeds, and how these weeds can alter natural fire patterns and fuel
loads in potentially devastating ways. | am also very concerned about the continuing creation of
illegal OHV routes that cause visual scarring, soil erosion, habitat fragmentation, and aid weed
colonization and spread. | believe that all OHV uses should be kept to designated routes, and
that no future cross-country OHV uses should be authorized (including for game retrieval, antler

harvest, or dispersed camping).
With this background in mind, I have some more specific comments under the following

headings:

Wilderness Characteristics Areas
« | strongly support the DRMP’s identification of the following areas as having wilderness I-Spotts-l: The BLM brought forward seven areas that contain lands

I-SPOttS-l characteristics: Fencemaker, North Sahwave Mountains, Tobin Range and the two units in . . e
the Granite Range (Buckhorn Peak and Granite Peak). with wilderness characteristics. See D-WSA 2.1.

¢ In addition, I recommend that you add these areas to the list of Wilderness Characteristics
Areas:

9/18/2010
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I-Spotts Comments Responses
o the area directly south of the Blue Lakes WSA to the Sage Hen drainage, and
o the highly-scenic core ridge of the Lava Beds including its western flank.
Management of Wilderness Characteristics Areas

I recommend that vou more clearly define the management actions for protecting the Wilderness I—Spo tts-2: See Action C-WSA 2.1.
Characteristics Areas as follows. These areas should be:

I-Spotts-
2 » designated as "limited to designated routes,”

o classified as a Class 1 for Visual Resource Management,

 closed to mineral material disposal, mineral leasing and mineral entry,
o included in rights-of-way exclusion areas, and

« retained in public ownership.

Wilderness Study Areas

» [ strongly support designating all WSAs as “limited to designated routes™ and recommend that a
high priority should be given to identifying these routes with signs and on maps;

o 1 strongly recommend that a high priority should be given to promptly restoring wilderness
character from damage created by vehicle incursions within the WSAs, and

o | strongly support the willing seller acquisition of private inholdings in WSAs, Wilderness and in
Wilderness Characteristics Areas to protect and enhance wilderness character.

I-Spotts- I'am also very concerned about climate change and the potential for more erratic weather pattems that I-Spotts-3: See Action C-WR-3.
pots may include extended droughts. As such, I believe that a higher priority should be placed on

3 identifying, inventorying, monitoring, and maintaining or restoring all water sources for wildlife,
including natural springs and seeps. The combination of drought from climate change and excessive
groundwater pumping for human uses in some areas may greatly jeopardize these surface water sources
for wildlife. I believe that BLM can and should be more proactive about identifying waters at future
risk, and working to resolve problems before those waters are lost to wildlife. | hope that BLM officials
will work more effectively with state and local officials, and affected ranchers and other stakeholders, to
ensure that wildiife continues to have access to the surface waters they need to survive. Indeed, in some
places, there are also endemic aquatic species, such as springsnails, that are threatened with extirpation
or even extinction if their water habitats are lost.

Thank you very much for considering my comments.
Sincerely, i

(>4 P

Richard Spotts

1125 W. Emerald Drive

St. George UT 84770-6026

spottsiinfowest.com
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[-Stammers-1

I-Stammers-2

[-Stammers-3

[-Stammers-4

I-Stammers-5

I-Stammers Comments

Donna Stammers
P.O. Box 124
Gerlach, NV 89412

October 20, 2010 REVISED

Bureau of Land Management
Winnemucca District Office
5100 East Winnemucca Blvd.
Winnemucca, NV §9445
Attn: RMP Team

RE:  Comments on Draft Resource Management Plan and EIS for the Winnemucca District
Office of the Bureau of Land Management

Dear Mr. Seidlitz,

Thank you for the opportunity to cc on the Wi ca District Office DRMP and EIS.
Below are my comments on how I would like to see the Black Rock Field Office portion of the
DRMP managed.

Granite Mountain Special Recreation Management Area: [ prefer Alternative A.

1. The Documentation of Current Wilderness Inventory Condition of 2009 is
flawed. The same Findings and Conclusion can be made to the document, that it
does NOT meet Wilderness Characteristics.

2. Not shown on your maps are the numerous roads all over the Granite Mountain
Range that are used by many of the local people, hunters, mountain bikers,
elderly and disabled just to name a few that recreate in this area and have been
for over 50 years.

3. The Black Rock Desert High Rock Canyon National Conservation Area and
Wilderness Areas make up 1.2 million acres that are open to a select few. The
legislation did not add a buffer zone around the NCA. BLM should not have
more restrictive recreational opportunities outside this area. In fact, BLM should
allow for more recreational opportunities as it currently allows in Alternative A.

4. The Granite Range needs to be opened so the rest of the public that prefers other
types of recreation can enjoy this area too, especially the elderly and disabled.
Your Alternative D is too restrictive, especially the zone | areas. | would
encourage limiting travel to current existing roads, ways and trails. But, I would
NOT close existing roads, ways and trials or develop cherry stem roads.

5. Your cherry stem road in the south end of the Granite SRMA stops far short of
the private land. The existing road clearly goes through the private property
over to skull meadows and further into the range. The BLM proposed cherry
stem cuts off a large part of the access route, a jeep trail, into this range. I've
enclosed copies of the USGS 7.5 minute maps showing all the jeep trails in this
area. These roads are not overgrown nor are they barely visible. They are well
used, well defined and should remain open to motorized vehicles.

6. Management by closure is not an option.
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[-Stammers-1: Action D-WSA 2.1 identifies seven areas of lands with
wilderness characteristics that meet inventory requirements.

I-Stammers-2: Activities on private lands (such as the waste transfer sta-
tion) have limited effect on management decisions applied to Federal
land. Management decisions authorized by the RMP would have no ef-
fect on valid existing rights, including previously-issued geothermal leas-
es. The No Surface Occupancy recommend in this area is related to
maintaining the integrity of the Noble’s Route, part of the California Na-
tional Historic Trail system. See Action D-CR 6.8.

The protected areas are within one-mile of the trace of the Noble's Route,
a component of the California National Historic Trail (CNHT). The
CHNT is the subject of Objective CR6 and subsequent actions. Particu-
larly relevant in this situation is Action CR 6.8.

[-Stammers-3: See response [-Stammers-2.
I-Stammers-4: Comment noted.
I-Stammers-5: OHV closures are not proposed in the Granite Range out-

side of Wilderness/WSAs and areas for seasonal closures during bighorn
sheep lambing. A separate travel management plan would be developed.
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I-Stammers-6

I-Stammers-7

I-Stammers-8

I-Stammers-9

I-Stammers-10

I-Stammers-11

I-Stammers-12

I-Stammers-13

I-Stammers-14

I-Stammers-15

I-Stammers-16

I-Stammers-17
I-Stammers-18

I-Stammers

%

8.

9.

Comments

The mountain naturally provides seasonal use due to the elevation and steepness.
Snow and mud already limit access during the winter and spring months.

I would not put signs up to encourage use either. Leave the area like it is. People
will love it to death if you label it.

How is BLM going to appropriately manage this SRMA, if designated? It is a
misconception that a designation will bring in more funds to manage an area.
BLMs experience with the NCA should have told you that. BLM does not have
the funds or the staff to currently manage the land they have now. Certainly they
will not have the necessary funding to manage this area appropriately if it is
designated.

Geothermal-Fluid Minerals: 1 prefer Alternative A.

1.

2.

3.

All of your other Alternatives close geothermal leasing, not open up more land
for leasing.

What happened to fast tracking the renewable energy process that Secretary of
Interior Salazar requested earlier this year?

How can BLM prefer “closing” geothermal leasing and add “no surface
occupancy” (NSO) stipulations on leased lands outside of Gerlach, but build an
administrative site right on top of the existing geothermal lease they are trying to
stop?

What is the critical area outside of Gerlach that would require the land to be
closed to geothermal or a NSO, but allow a BLM administrative building?
Closing an area to geothermal, does not allow for diagonal drilling should there
be important surface resources to protect.

Having an area closed to geothermal development will require the existing lease
holder to do an EIS for every aspect of their project. This is not making things
easier or help to fast track renewable energy development.

It is important to continue to allow for renewable energy development for
currently leased lands and unleased lands, and to be c« with the National
Renewable Energy Policy. BLM should allow currently leased lands to have
access for project development and infrastructure. BLM should not close or add
no surface occupancy stipulation to this RMP.

Rights of Way: Allow for transmission and utility ROW around geothermal leased lands and
lands open for renewable energy. This will allow for the infrastructure needed for renewable
energy development.

Visual Resource Management Areas:

2.

3.

What is the reason for a VRM Class I around the Gerlach Geothermal LLC
leased lands on the southeast side of the Granite Mountains?

The NCA does not require a buffer zone in this area, so the classification should
be lowered to a Class I1I.

The towns of Gerlach and Empire can be seen from this area. Also in view are
the following: 2 gravel pits, grave yard, garbage transfer station, the DC
transmission line, train tracks, junk yard, a new BLM administrative site, US
Gypsum mine and State Route highways 447 and 34, plus vehicular traffic.
With all of this, community infrastructure, a VRM class 111 is more appropriate.
The area on the east side of the southern playa of the Black Rock Desert is a
VRM class I1I. The west side should be too.
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I-Stammers-6: Comment noted.

[-Stammers-7: “Fast-tracking” is done on a case-by-case basis and must
be applied for by the proponent. Once requested it has to be reviewed and
approved on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration orther priori-
ties.

I-Stammers-8: Existing leases are subject to the stipulations placed on the
lease at the time of issue. A decision to place limitations on a particular
area is effective only on future leases.

[-Stammers-9: The lands around Gerlach are within the protection area for
the California National Historic Trail, and to the northwest is proposed as
Priority 1 Wildlife Habitat.

[-Stammers-10: Our discussions with geothermal resource development
companies has led us to conclude that diagonal drilling is of marginal
benefit to them. The depth to most of their targets puts physical and me-
chanical constraints on their ability to substantially vary their target loca-
tion from the vertical. In those situations where we determined that diag-
onal drilling might be beneficial we proposed No Surface Occupancy as
opposed to outright closure.

I-Stammers-11: See response I-Stammers-8. The decision on what level
of NEPA analysis is appropriate in any specific situation is dependent on
the scope of the proposal, the resources impacted, and the anticipated de-
gree of those impacts. These determinations are beyond the scope of the
RMP.

[-Stammers-12: Fluid mineral leasing, when allowed, may be subject to
stipulations designed to protect other resources present in the lease area.
Alternatives A and B recommend the leasing scenario that is less restric-
tive, versus Alternatives C and D. BLM is required under FLPMA to
manage public lands in a manner that protects resources values while
providing multiple uses. (FLPMA Sec. 102(8) and Sec. 103(¢c)). Visual
resource inventories conducted in 1982 and more recently in 2009. Refer
to Figures 2-12 to 2-15.

(Cont on next page)
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(Responses Continued)

[-Stammers-13: Energy Corridors are designated in the RMP. If new
Corridors are needed to meet future demand the plan may be amended.
Many Renewable Energy projects will not require designated corridors.
These projects will be handled on a case by case basis with rights of way.
Rights of Way are permitted in Avoidance Areas if there is no other alter-
native.

I-Stammers-14: Visual resource management areas are being proposed
based on visual resource inventories conducted in 1982 and more recently
in 2009. Based on historic and current inventory data, the southeast area
of the Granites qualifies for VRM II management. Refer to Figures 2-12
to 2-15.

[-Stammers-15: VRM management classes are not buffer zones. There
are no buffer zones adjacent to the NCA. Refer to Figures 2-12 to 2-15.

[-Stammers-16:

VRM management classifications II through IV do not preclude develop-
ment. Alternatives B and D propose VRM class III for the towns of Ger-

lach and Empire. Refer to Figures 2-12 to 2-15 for a full range of Alter-

natives.

I-Stammers-17: See response #16.
[-Stammers-18: Visual resource management areas are being proposed

based on visual resource inventories conducted in 1982 and more recently
in 2009. Refer to Figures 2-12 to 2-15.
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I-Stammers-20

I-Stammers-21
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I-Stammers

Grazing: 1 prefer Alternative A. However, | did not see an alternative that increases AUMs. This

Comments

Your Alternatives B, C and D figures are correct for a VRM class 111 along
highway 447 heading west towards Cedarville, CA on the south side of the
Granite Mountain Range just outside of Gerlach.

There is a paved highway, railroad tracks and a DC Transmission line that goes
through this area.

The reason for the NCA was to protect the emigrant trail. There is no reason to
protect segments outside of the NCA especially if they can not be seen.

Before you have a more restrictive classification in this area, go out and verify
the emigrant trail is visible.

. How can BLM suggest that the roads and jeep trails up on the Granite Mountain

which are used annually by vehicles and ATV, are overgrown and barely
visible, yet suggest that the trails made by emigrants in a covered wagon are still
visible after 160 years?

[-Stammers-22|seems to be a flaw in looking at all aspects of grazing. Help reduce fuel levels by continuing to

[-Stammers-23

I-Stammers-24

I-Stammers-25
I-Stammers-26

I-Stammers-27

I-Stammers-28

I-Stammers-29

allow grazing.

Wild Horse and Burros:

1. Manage the Wild Horses and Burros with the option that gives you as many
tools as possible to maintain population management levels below the
minimum amount.

2. Continue to remove wild horses and burros when they enter private property
and from the range land when their numbers increase.

3. Most people like to see the wild horses and burros out on the range.
However, it is extremely important to make sure their population is kept at a
manageable level.

4. The resource needs to be protected and managed for all wildlife, not just one
species.

5. It is well documented that the wild horses dominate the springs and keep
other wildlife from getting to water in times of drought.

Noxious Weeds:

1. BLM should continue to support Cooperative Weed Management Areas and
Weed Districts.

2. The BLM should have a tool box with as many options as possible to help
manage these invaders.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

ﬁf

Donna Stammers

Ce:

DOI Secretary Ken Salazar

BLM Director Bob Abbey

BLM State Director Ron Wenker
Senator Harry Reid

Senator John Ensign
Congressman Dean Heller
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I-Stammers-19: Comment noted.

I-Stammers-20: The NCA was created to protect segments of emigrant
tails and other values within the NCA. However, there are emigrant trail
segments and other resource values outside of NCA boundary that war-
rant protection. The NCA protects portions of the Applegate-Lassen
Trail, the Nobles Route, and the John C. Fremont Route and their
viewsheds within the NCA boundary. There are many other documented
segments of these trails and routes, as well as the main California Trail
and other historic routes and their viewsheds, outside of the NCA. While
many trail segments are clearly visible, others are overgrown. Even when
it is overgrown the route can be verified utilizing a variety of tools in-
cluding historic maps and journals, and the presence of swales and trail
era artifacts.

[-Stammers-21: The Applegate-Lassen Trail and the Nobles Trail are
part of the California Emigrant Trail which has been designated as a Na-
tional Historic Trail by Congress. Preservation of trail segments varies
by environmental context. Amount and regularity of use can have an
impact as well. While many historic trail segments are clearly visible,
others are overgrown. Even when the route is overgrown it can be veri-
fied utilizing a variety of tools including historic maps and journals, and
the presence of swales and trail era artifacts. VRM classification devel-
opment was the result of a combination of the visual resources inventory
and consideration of resource values, including the viewshed of historic
trails. VRM management here is consistent with the Comprehensive
Management and Use Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Oregon, California, Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express National Histor-
ic Trails (USDI/NPS 1999) prepared by the National Park Service. Based
on these factors, the BLM has developed a range of alternatives. gee
VRM Objective 2.

[-Stammers-22: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level. See LG 1.3

[-Stammers-23 through I-Stammers-29 : Comments noted.
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I-Stripe Comments

RECEIVED BLM
WINNEMUCCA NV

2010SEP 30 PM I: Ik

September 29, 2010

Bureau of Land Management
Winnemucca Field Office
5100 E Winnemucca Blvd.
Winnemucca, NV 89445

Attention: Michael Truden
Dear Mr. Truden:

I am writing this letter with regards to the Marvel and Bell permits around the
Humboldt River Ranch development. I'm writing as a private citizen. What I am
concerned with is the impact to the economy. People believe it is only one or two
ranchers, but if you examine how much these two contribute to the economy you
will see they buy hay from other ranchers, equipment from dealers, which keep
people employed. They buy feed, and then there is the cow buyer, then the
trucker, the feed lot operators, the slaughter plans, the meat market, the grocery
store. So if you examine these two ranchers do contribute a lot to the economy.

The mentality of many people is "I don't care about the rancher, farmer, dairy
farmer, and row crop farmers, because T go down to Safeway and get my food".
The sad part of this is that they believe it. I guess they think food and other
goods just miraculously appear on the shelves.

The other comment that I would like to make is, if you take these cattle out of the
area, you increase the fire danger. People don't seem to understand this.

I realize my comments don't mean much but I am sure there are a lot of folks who
would have the same opinion. Please review all the facts and make the decision
which is best for all concerned. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Don Stripe
PO Box 940
Winnemucca, NV 89446 2 g
striperanch@wmea.net /8

Individuals - 193

Responses

I-Stripe-1:

BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered
areas closed to livestock grazing. Action D-LG 1.3 does not close

portions of Humboldt House and East Rye Patch allotments. The

social and economic section has been updated in the PRMP.
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I-T-2
I-T-3
I-T-4
I-T-5
I-T-6

I-T-7

I-T

Public Comments and Responses

Comments

o

102520101215 F M ber
Subject Winnemucca RMP

October 25, 2010

YWinnemucca RMP

c/o Bob Edwards

Bureau of Land Management
YWinnemucca District Office
5100 E. Winnemucca Blvd.
YWinnemucoa, NY 89445

Comment category: Wild horses and burros

Diear Mr. Edwards:

| arn weriting to urge you to adopt a Resource Management Plan that protects wild horse and burro
populations in Nevada's Winnemucca District. Unfortunately, none of the alternatives described in the
proposed Winnemucca RMP adeguately protect and preserve wild horses and burros.

The policies presented in the proposed RMP do not change the BLM's reliance on mass wild horse roundups
and removals to restrict wild horse populations and allow more federally subsidized cattle grazing on public
lands. These policies have resulted in the stockpiling of approximately 40,000 wild horses in government
holding facilities--more than are left free on the range.

A responsible policy must include:

- Eliminating livestock grazing within designated wild horse and burro areas;

- Minimizing or eliminating harmful activities within wild horse and burro areas, including gas and ail
exploration, mining and recreational vehicle activity,

- Fairly allocating forage and water resources for wild horses and burros within designated herd management
areas;

- Increasing appropriate management levels for wild horses and burros based on scientific data;

- Enhancing range conditions, including restoration and improvement of water sources for wild horses and
other wildlife species;

- Protecting predatars in an effart to restore natural population control mechanisms;

Individuals - 194
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I-T-1: Comment noted.

I-T-2: There are no designated wild horse and burros areas. HMAs are
areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that the BLM
manages for horses but not exclusively. Alternative C-LG 1—option 2
proposes elimination of livestock grazing throughout the Winnemucca
District.

I-T-3: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to live-
stock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and pro-
vided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy
Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for
multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to
occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed
levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock
grazing. The BLM has revisited the WH&B management actions and
environmental analysis in the FEIS/RMP.

I-T-4: The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall be de-
termined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and
following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process.

age for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper lim#°t~

I-T-5: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at
the site specific or allotment level.

I-T-6: This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through
properly managed livestock grazing.

[-T-7: Management of big game species and populations are under the
jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is
outside the scope of this analysis . See section 1.6 Planning Criteria
and Legislative Constraints #3. The BLM works in cooperation with
NDOW in the management of big game habitat. Under a multiple-use
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public
land resources.
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I-T-10

Public Comments and Responses

Comments

- Utilizing FZP ferility control, where necessary, to control wild horse reproduction; and

- Supporting public/private partnerships for the creation of wild horse preserves to manage horses on the
range without mass removals

Roundups of wild horses and burros should only be conducted in verifiable emergencies. Any roundups
should be conducted with respect for the social integrity of wild horse herds keeping family bands intact
during relocation. The “"zeroing out” of Herd Management Areas (removing all horses and permanently
closing the land to wild horses) should be prohibited.

For all of the above stated reasons, | respectiully submit this comment and urge the BLM to adopt a

responsible RMP for the Winnemucca District that protects and preserves America's wild horse and burro
populations. |

adaress: [ NG

Status: Private citizen

Confidentiality: Please withhold my name and address
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I-T-8: Action WHB 1.7 — Alternatives A,B, and D Allows use of
birth control methods for WH&B including PZP.

I-T-9: Comment noted.

I-T-10: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential compo-
nents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be
present within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy
WH&B populations and healthy rangelands over the long term. If
they are not present in sufficient amounts, the authorized officer
should consider amending or revising the LUP to remove the area‘s
designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a designat-
ed HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be
gathered and removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3.
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—— Forwarded by Lisa Ross/WFO/NVIBLMWDOI on 07/19/2010 11:40 AM —=
Teixeira @yahoo.com>

To
07/16/2010 09:58 AM o
Subject Winnemuca RMP, Edwards

wloweb@nv. blm.gov

I am deeply concerned about the cattle in Rye Patch. First of all I was very much aware of fencing
the catte out of my property when I purchased my property. I do have a fence all around my
property but what I'm really concerned about is the safety of all those who live here. I did have an
accident several years ago and my vehicle had $3500.00 worth of damage in which I was
responsible for, not the rancher. 1 was just driving to the Truck Stop on Rye Patch Reservoir Rd.
and of course it was dark and I came upon a herd of cattle in the middle of the road. I was just
driving at 25 miles per hour. Well I stopped to let the herd cross the street but a baby cow ran after
it's mom and hit my car. He then stood up and walked away. I'm very greatful for the cow being
okay and also myself but my car had a great amount of damage. What would have happened had I
been driving any faster. This is very dangerous. There have also been another accident here on that
same road, same location that totalled a big diesel truck. The driver hit and killed a big cow and
also received injuries himself. What will happen when someone gets killed. Ilove animals and [
think they are beautiful but they should not be roaming around in a residential area. Why isn't safety
for humans a concern here. The open range laws are great but when people start moving in. these
laws need to be changed for the safety of a human life. Please consider my concerns! The rancher
is irresponsible for caring for these animals. The cattle are seen at the gas pumps at the truck stop.
People coming off the freeway to get gas - very dangerous. Several cows have gotten hurt and even
died on the properties and the rancher has left them there close to residences for weeks before he
came to check them. The smell of a dead carcus is very offensive as you well know and is a major
health issue. At one time a resident filled up a swimming pool for the cows to drink water, some
have even assisted in helping the mother cow give birth. This is another negative mark for the
rancher. Our growing Community, by no means is an anti-animal Community. Nevada is a vast
beautiful State and there are so many areas where the rancher can place his cattle, why here!!!!
There are no cows in Reno nor Lovelock roaming the streets. Progress is always in motion and
changes need to made especially for the safety of the human life and the animals.

Respectfully Yours,

Margaret Teixeira

Individuals - 196
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[-Teixeira-1:
Alternative D-LG 1.3 considers closure of livestock grazing within
areas near the Humboldt River Ranch.
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I-Trout Comments
Archasol wwad com To WDRMP @ELM. Gov
10252010 0316 P M t& Robert_Edwards@MV BLM.Gov,

Zwaantje_Rorex@nv.blm.gov,
Peggy_McGuckian@ me. blm.gov

Subject Comments on Draft RMP

Dear Mr. Edwards,
Several iterns do not appear to have been adeguately addressed under Alternative D in the docurment.

1. The Fort McDermitt Paiote-Shoshone Reservation Cemetery currently straddles reservation and BLM
administered lands. Additionally, tribal elders have reported grave sites south of the existing cermetery
boundary. All grave sites need to be transferred to reservation control. Therefore, the southern
houndary of the lands identified for possible transfer on pages 2.238,2.239,2 240, and 2 241 of
Tahle 2-3 {Alternatives C and D) should be extended one mile south or the currently described
southern boundary or to such shorter extension as may be developed in consultation with the
Tribal Council.

2. The RMP does not reference the unintentionally built, 14 self-help residences constructed on BLMW land
adjacent to the Fort McDermitt Paivte-Shoshone Reservation in the early 1970s. In the 19705 and again
in the early 19905, BLM Executive Management directed the Winnemucea BLM District to facilitate
resolution of the 14 trespasses through a legislative process. My understanding is that the RMP is
intended to provide a basis for NEPA compliance should legislation transferring BLM administered land to
the Tribe be introduced and approved by Congress. The BMP should be cross referenced with the 14
trespass locations to ensure that the legal descriptions on pages 2-238, 2.239, 2 240, and 2 241 of
Table 2.3 {Alternatives C and D) cover all 14 sites. This may require consultation with Tribal
Officials since BLM and BIA records may not identify all of the locations.

3. Alternative D appearsto designate land east, west and north of the existing Humboldt County Landfill
ag a retention zaone. Given the County's requests for R &PP transfer of all land in the entire section north
of the landfill and portions of the section east of the existing landfill, the southern boundary of the
proposed retention zone should be moved at least one mile north of the existing Humboldt
County landfill to permit the R&PP sale process to continue.

4. Although Alternative O does provide for the possible sale of more than 1 000 000 acres, care should
he taken to ensure that:

A, lands north of Gerlach (not includ ed in the Black Rock NCA RMP) adjacent to existing
ranches and farms are included in the lands designated for possible sale; and

B.lands north and south of Orovada adjoining existing farms and ranches are included in the
lands designated for possible sale.

Respectfully submitted,

Lewis W, Trout
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[-Trout-1: We have identified the cemetery until a specific additional area
is identified, we are unable to include that area in the alternatives.

I-Trout-2: We have identified these lands suitable for disposal that would
address trespass issues in the event Congress approves transfer. The pro-
posed land transfer would address all trespasses. See action C and D LR

[-Trout-3: The entire section north of the Humboldt County Landfill is
designated as suitable for disposal. Land disposal around the Town of
Gerlach was coordinated with Washoe County. Lands meeting the crite-
ria around Orovada have been designated as suitable for possible dispos-
al.

[-Trout-4: Lands in these areas are included in the lands suitable for possi-
ble disposal. Those lands shown as lands to be retained have known re-
source values that preclude any possible disposal.
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I-VanSlyke-4:

[-VanSlyke-5:

I-VanSlyke-6:

I-VanSlyke-7:
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I-Van Slyke Comments

Winnemueca, NV 89445-2921
Dear Mr. Edwards,

In 1986, my husband and | adepled our first mustang, Starbuck. Two years later, we
adopled a second mustang . Shiloh . and a burre . Pepe. Slarbuck and Pepe are still with
us. Our experience with the adoplion was a greal success, and we were grateful to have the
opportunity to save them from either life in a holding facility or desiruction.

That being said, we would have preferred lo see our horses and burro live out their natural
lives in the wild lands to which they were born. Starbuck was caught in Oregon, Pepe in
Arizona, and our beautiful Shiloh in Nevada.

With this letter | urgently ask you to please adopt a responsible Resource Management Plan
to protect wild horse and burro populations in Nevada's Winnemueca District. The proposed
Winnemucca RMP fails lo adequately protect and preserve wild horses and burros. The
proposal will lead to more roundups and removals; il simply perpetuales a failed policy
which has resulled in more horses languishing in government holding pens than are free
an range .

A responsible policy will:

Designate areas for wild horse and burro grazing ONLY; no wonder resources are stressed
with thousands of heads of caltle and sheep grazing on public lands.

- Fliminate activilies such as four-wheelers, motorcycles and other disruptive recreational
vehicles that disturb and distress herds. Minimize gas and oil exploration and mining.

— Prioritize forage and water resources for wild horses and burros within designated herd
managemenl areas.

Base wild horse and burro management levels on scientific dala.

— Restore and improve waler sources for wild horses and other wildlife species; enhance
range condilions to benefil the herd and all wildlife populalions.

i - Protect predator populations to help naturally balance predaler/prey numbers.
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I-VanSlyke-1: Comment noted.

[-VanSlyke-2: The Taylor Grazing Act authorized the use of rangelands
to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and
Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be man-
aged for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses
authorized to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes
several proposed levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimi-
nation of livestock grazing.

I-VanSlyke-3:

A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan (CTTMP)
will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for the RMP is
signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public participation
and and input.

[-VanSlyke-4: Comment noted.
[-VanSlyke-5: Comment noted.
I-VanSlyke-6: Comment noted.

[-VanSlyke-7: Management of big game species and populations are under
the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is out-
side the scope of this analysis. See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legis-
lative Constraints #3. The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the
management of big game habitat. Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources.

Action WHB 1.7 — Alternatives A,B, and D Allows use of birth control
methods for WH&B including PZP.
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I-Van Slyke-7 T— If necessary, use PZP ferlilily control.
Cont-d.

I-Van Slyke-8:
Comment noted.

I-Van Slyke-8

— With the help and supporl for public/private parlnerships, create wild horse preserves to
manage horses on the range, withoul mass removals.
Roundups should only be cenducted in verifiable emergency situations. If necessary,
roundups must be conducted humanely, respecting the social integrity of wild horse herds, I-Van Slyke-9:
keeping family bands intacl during relocation. "Zercing cul” Herd Management Areas . ’
removing all horses and permanently closing the land to wild horses —— is simply not right
and should be prohibited. Using helicopters and motorized vehicles to panic and stampede
the animals is poor management. It simply leads to injuries, maiming and often, death.

[-Van Slyke-9
Comment noted.

[ urge the BLM to adopt a responsible RMP for the Winnemucca District; as Americans, we
are ALL stewards of these lands and these grand animals. They deserve a policy that
protects and preserves their herilage.

Sincerely,

ce:  Congressman Jerry Moran
Senator Pal Hoberls
Senator Sam Brownback
President Barack Obama
Secretary of the Inlerior Ken Salazar

Patti Van Slyke
(785) 267-4868
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I-Vanderstad Comments Responses

"M roon VisrDorStod" <mafibasobald .com>
TS erobert_edwards@bim.govs
124200515 AM o
Subject Winnemucca RMP, Edwards Public Comment

| am in favor of managing public lands for rultiple use but that multiple use must include wild horses and burros
having their fair share of resources which they are not getting now,

I-Vanderstad-1:
I-Vanderstad-l AnHMA s an HMA and should be managed as such and should be managed for the herds that specificland was
“allocated” to. Should horses leave the HMA's in search of resources since their resources have been given away Comment noted.
to other interests, @ wery unjust and inequitable scenario is set up. Cattle ranching or private grazing within HMA's

isnot a good practice, it is a privilege not a right and decreased grazing pursuantto 43 CF.R 47105 (a) should be

carried out.
Invest resources into being able to conduct proper E&'s that truly create range health and not continue a failed I-Vanderstad:-2:
I-Vanderstad-Z program of so called public lands management. The degradation on publiclands is not due to horses but to poor Comment noted.

planning for allocation of resources and poor choices. If the land cannot support existing multiple use than do not
increase mining expansion projects and the like.

In my opinion, the BLM has a not so very sneaky way of “rnanaging” wild horzes and burros resources in such a
way that they are being driven out and situations to allow for their remowval are created to accom plish what
amounts to theft of their “allocated” resources. Wild horses and burros are entitled to be considered fairly in the
multiple use and resource management on public lands.

| feel that the RMP as it stands as a draft plan amounts to nothing more than a clear and deliberate attempt by
BLM to defraud the American people and to rob them of national treasures — the wild horses and burros and a
healthy environment. Your system of management as it stands now and has been done is a not so cleverly
designed ruse to serve only private interests and not the interests of the land or the public who the BLM stewards
the land and resources in trust for.

Sincerely,
Maureen VanDerStad
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Public Comments and Responses

I-Weymouth

commentsfwdo.mp
090420100512 F M

Comments

To wdrmp@hblm. gov
o

b
Subject Comments on RWMP

TodaysDate = (0: '59-3-2010')

FirstName = (0: 'Weymouth')

LastName = (0: 'Kamakana')

Address = (0: 'P.0O. Box 145')

city = (0: 'Kaunaksakai')

ZipCode = (0: '96748')

State = (0: 'HI')

Telephone = (0: ')

email = (0: ')

MailingList = (0O: 'No')

CommentCategory = (0: 'Livestock Grazing')
Comreent = (0: 'I was contacted that there are issues with cattle grazing on

the Humboldt properties. It is mwy opinion that we owners should not have to

deal with cattle gra=zing, breaking up roads,

fences, and property.

Pleasze

register my complaint . I do not want to pay higher assessmwents to repair any
damage caused by cattle, nor lesving around the area feces that cah cause

diseases and flys.

Thank you.')

Individuals - 201

[-Weymouth-1:
Comment noted.

Responses
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Public Comments and Responses

I-Wicart Comments
shahara2000@comeast. ret To wdrmp@blm.gov
A0AH201011:03 AM o

bece

Subject WWWinnemucca DDistrict RMP CCom ments

Dear Sirs,

[wiant to have your Agency to immediately stop all round ups planned. We the
Peaople of the United States of America are tired of your attempts to wipe out the herds
of wild mustangs and burras for your self serving purpose . We know what that is. Your
facts and figures are totally outdated which can be proven by independent studies which
were conducted by qualified agents. Y ou are not treating the corralled horses the way
horses should be taken care of. Mo shelter, noworming, wrong feed. A private citizen
wolld be arrested for what you are neglecting to do. You are WASTING our tax dollars
by the millions. Rounded up horses are disappearing. Fallon supposedly has no
horses presently but there are 2000 in the facility.  Everything you are doing is being
documented. You have lawsuits pending yet you continue to act illegally | might
mention with the round ups. You have a convicted felon flying helicopters. Y our
agency s out of control.

The media is even covering your activities overseas. |tis time to guit. WWe are not going
away . Just getting stronger by the day. | want my letter published. | will find out if you
donot.

Thankyou,
Gudrun Wicar
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Responses

[-Wicart-1: BLM is required to manage WH&Bs based on the WH&B
Act.
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I-Wilson Comments Responses

Joshua Wikson To wdrmp@bim. gov
<joshua_wisondahcglobal.
= = e ¢ robert_edwards@blm.gov

09/24/201004:35F M boc
Subject Winnemucca RMP, Edwards

Good afternoon Bob,

Please consider the following comments regarding the Winnemucca RMP en behalf of myself,
as well as the Trailblazers Motorcycle ¢lub, I wonld like to personally thank you for the
opportunity o participate in this process. Below I will list a couple of items for your

vensideration.
Action D-R 8.1.1 -Wilson. J.-1-
I-Wilson, J. | I would ask that you reconsider the boundaries identified in Zone 2 RMZ {o remove any c . .
-1 area that has roads or trails eontained within it. In looking at the current beundary of A separate implementation/activity plan would be developed for RMZs

this zone, it seems to include areas that have existing roads and trails that chv users which would include NEPA analysis and public involvement.

would no longer be able to utilize. [ den't feel this area fits the discription of "wilderness"
and there are great chy opportunities contained within this zone. I would be willing te
volunteer my time to identify the roads and trails contained within this zone if you would
be inclined.

Aetion D-R 9.1 through Action D-R 8.1.3.1.2,

I would sk that you reconsider the recommended alternalive and replace these seclions Wil 12
[-Wilson. J. | with alternative B Actions B-R 9.1, thru B-R 8.13.1.2. I can certainly understand the -wison, J.-~: ,

2 ’ concept in alternative D, however [ feel with proper management and resources we can This will be. further addressed & brought forward in the subsequent
reach common goals without setting specifie limits by area cr iype of event. Transportation & Travel Management Planning processes.

Thank you for your eonsideration and I leok forward te working with you.

Josh Wilson

1761 Kinglet Drive
Sparks, NV 89441
VTh 424-2133

joshua wilson@sbeglobalnet
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I-Wilson, S.{

I-Wilson, S.-

2

Public Comments and Responses

I-Wilson Comments

"Sharon Willson, PMP™
<socalaharon@gmell.com>

10252010 07:07 AM

To wdrmp@blm.gov
ot
boo

Subject Winnemucca RMP, Edwards

To whom it may concern

I am very concemned that none of the alternatives considered in the EMP adecuately address the
need to protect and preserve wild horses and burros.

Alternative C Cption 2 appears to be the best of the alternatives discussed. However, without
sufficient language to protect our hentage of wild horses, it doesn't go far enough.

Alternative I, even though it 1z the BLM recommended alternative, perpetuates the myth that
government 1z able to protect interests of all. In it is says that it 15 a "balanced approach to
public lands management with an appropriate level of flexibility to meet the overall needs of
resources and use allocations". Thave seen over and over again, that there is no such thing as a
balanced approach from the BLMW. Instead, economics win out over people's {and the
environment's) interests every tine. That 15 unacceptable.

T hawve watched the BLI systematically rely on mass wild horse roundups and removals so that
more federally subsidized cattle graring and mineral extractions and exploration can occur, to
the economic benefit of the government and the companies invelved, but to no one else. The
policies that permitted this have resulted in tens of thousands of wild horses in govemment
holding facilities, costing the taxpayers millions of dollars a year.

I-Wilson, S.- In order to create aresponsible RMP, you must address the following:

NN D bW

I-Wilson, S.-
9

® Eliminating livestock graring within designated wild horse and burro areas;
® DMinimize or eliminate mineral exploration, extraction and recreational vehicle activities
® Allocate forage and water resources for wild horses and burros.
® Enhance range conditions including restoration and improvement of water sources for
wild horses and other wildlife species;
® Increasing appropriate management levels for wild horses and burros based on verifiable,
transparentl vy -provided scientific data;
® Support public/private partnerships for the creation of wild horse preserves to manage
horszes on the range without mass removals,
Eoundups of wild horses and burros should only be conducted in venfiable emergency
sitnations. If necessary, roundups must be conducted with respect for the sonal integrity of wild
horse herds keeping family bands intact during relocation. The "zeroing out" of Herd

Management Areas (removing all horses and permanently closing the land to wild horses) shoulé
ke prohibited.

Eespectfully submitted,
Sharen Willson
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Responses

[-Wilson, S.-1 and 2: Comments noted.

I-Wilson, S.-3: Comment noted.

[-Wilson, S.-4: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands
to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Pol-
icy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed
levels of livestock management, up to and including elimination of live-
stock grazing.

I-Wilson, S.-5: LG 1.3, option 2 analyzed no livestock grazing through-
out the District.

[-Wilson, S.-6: This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and
through properly managed livestock grazing.

[-Wilson, S.-7: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level.

I-Wilson, S.-8: Comment noted.

I-Wilson, S.-9: Comment noted.
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[-Wong Comments Responses

My name is Scholastica Wong, owner of one of the properties in Humboldt River

Ranch. I-Wong-1: The PRMP does not close areas near Humboldt River Ranch to
grazing — See Action #-LG 1.3

| am hoping to make the Humboldt River Ranch a cattle free zone. Please address

my comments in support of the HRRA regarding the following issues.

1. Safety — No street lights causing poor visibility of cattle roaming on the
roads. May cause severe accidents.

I-Wong-1 2. Damage to roads and v-ditches — cows get water from v-ditches causing
damage.
3. They create additional expense to members — assessments to be increased.
4, Cost of surveying to put up fence is an extraordinary expense - locating pins

on our property vs. BLM property.

5. EIS (Environment Impact Study) statement is very expensive.

6. If members don’t have a fence on their property the cows can damage their
yards and homes.

The New Busy is not the old busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Get started.
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Public Comments and Responses
I-Yates Comments

Responses

ucca District RMP/EIS

= =
B =6
‘Winnemucca District RMP Comments T mmMm
clo Bob Edwards - 2=

= =
Bureau of Land Management nr"‘l
Winnemucca District Office - 5=
5100 E. Winnemucca Bivd. il
Winnemucca, NV 89445 N e

W =

Ymmnmﬂmm w

orcmrpiﬁeznm!nzmﬂnmﬁm‘m:t
heope/fwww bim.govinv/st

fornationiphin. In onder to continue receiving information and future
mmmwmmm you must ask to be added to the official RMP mailing list by
submitting this form by September 25, 2010.

* Denotes required fields.

Your Name* Pamela Yates

Today's Daes® 9-08-2010
Please indicate your affiliation by checking one of the following boxes:

Private individual (no affiliation)
Confidentiality Requesc

Please indicate # you wish 1o withhold your name or addness from public review or from disclosure under the Freadom of
Informartion Act. This request does not preciude the need to complere the required information below.
Amforcorﬂdsnalt;fwilbehx\amdmd\em i d by hw. Ancnymity is not allowable for
from and from i b fying th hves 2% repe ives or officials of organizations
orbmﬂms

No selection indicates you do not wish to withhold your information

[ Please withhold my name only. [7] Please withhold my address onky

[ Privaze Indusery

[ Catizen’s Group
] Blected Representative

[] Federal, state. tribal, or local government

raiing Adare<s [N
o . ____

Telephone (optionaf)

-
S— =

Would you ke to be added to or remain on the WDO RMP/ES mailing list to receive future project-related information!
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I-Yates Comments Responses

e

PMesse mark the spproprite category and wiile your commeants W the space provided below. Feal free o auadh addivondl pages ¥

f‘ﬂ-ﬂwy.
] AccessTransponation {] Recreanon/OHV (Hunting. Fi
:_f Eoenn OWind, Geothermal, Sidar eic ) "is‘“‘“.‘:r )
] Fire Managemen i1 Socal/Economic Concems
]
71 Histonc. Cultura! & Paleontologic R e ﬁ VepetaiionNonious Weeds
Tradinonal Vaiues L1 Wild Horses & Bumos
{ ] Land Tenwrc (Rotention/ AcqusitionThsposal) {3 Witdemess. Wildemass Studv Arcas & Other
w1 Livestock Graring '3‘_r‘f\-"fﬁ Diesignations

Wildhie'Sensitive Species
Oiher Conceins (please deli

I

Minerais (Hardrock. O & Gas) il
Slanming RAE Process i

Sail / Waser / Air/ Visual Resources

l[l]i
.

}

!

A

1

L]

1

1

1]

1

1

1 am & o1 cwner 2t the Humbold! River Ranch on Bulios Lake Trad L:,: 202 Phase D. | bekiave we nasd I3 live ...:.‘: naks; I-Yates-1:
Lﬂl-\: winh Weaeativer v a heanly Dalane. Calile deasim 5 a ik iikade Uuashess and we oeed o condicd e Janiege Comment noted.

I-Yates-1 mnu&;n-xmmaﬁ:wpﬂmmmy | vy divsesss S0 e B i nEve pon rads Ko Grve on io my properniy i ihe

have a nght 1o keep the calfie out, even ¥ & means fencing off our area. We dy have mining distrupting the area
il hava 1o hear trucks, have Jdust alc, wa can contnol at laast the fither litlis bl of caace most paonts wiom have and
il redice tivare deserve Thank You Pameda Yales

Fﬂemzvmm,_'!vmnmmmm oppoge In lsadma tham that s ine. Uink that nannens

Talia, vinsaramts, slavaliod (o Ges plasay veves, schaling saves aal ool sdiesn o epedoadts, =il be wolidl fo bl treee of Se Wesssiaais Daon: S
2100 £ Wisnemuess Bhd, Wisnemgees, NY 3PS, Sorey coguler Bosines ooy (200 AM = 50 PAL, Mondsy Srogh Fraday, ooorpe fladens? hslidns budadduct smagadeser
e pquiest erefidersioBty I s waho i sdihold pome e s oddees S pable e e S dackousrs snder e Ferevdom of Infernosion Art smi mant atee e
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